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Cay Bee, WE PRINT IN ANOTHER cOoLUMN clauses 19, 20, and 21 
> ae of the Judicature Act Amendment Bill, which deserve 
N D.- the careful attention of the profession. It is proposed 
fr thee by clause 19 that a roll of persons entitled to practise as 
cheap and golicitors in the Imperial Court of Appeal shall be kept, 
pete and provision is made, fairly enough, for the entry on 
be suppl this roll of any person who, within a period of five years 
°, 18, 1864, before the commencement of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
g-roomsin has practised, and is, at the passing of the present Act, 

entitled to practise, as an agent in appeals before the 
DERS. House of Lords or Judicial Committee. But itis proposed 
: pe farther to enact that all Scottish law agents and attorneys 
: OME -or solicitorsin Ireland are to be entitled to be entered upon 
theas the the roll; so that even in cases on appeal from English 
me courts, Scottish or Irish solicitors will be capable of prac- 
ces aad tising before the Imperial Court. As regards cases on 
ed-atevet appeal “ from any part of her Majesty’s dominions not 

in the United Kingdom,” it is proposed that “ any per- 
[TION, son having in such part a status corresponding to the 
8 of the status of a solicitor in England”’ shall be entitled to be 
me entered on the roll. And itis provided that “any person 
.RSHAL who may be specially allowed by any order of the Court 
‘ie of Appeal to act as a solicitor of the Supreme Court in 
eile any case” may be entered on the roll. Similar pro- 
TMAS visions with respect to the persons to be admitted to 
"ENING, practise as barristers in the Imperial Court are made by 
ae clause 21. The custom of permitting Canadian lawyers, 
d Soisa- not admitted as solicitors in this country, to practise 
P Fas before the Judicial Committee, has, we believe, existed for 
MiCAL ‘some time, and since 1868 Indian lawyers have practised 













THE before that tribunal. But it is matter for serious con- 

= ‘sideration whether, since the passing last session of the 

Is. Act amending the Colonial Attorneys’ Relief Act, the 

— provision relating to persons having a status correspond- 
ing to that of a solicitor in England is necessary or 

N. The advisable, 

dames 

inate, 









OuR READERS WILL HARDLY NEED to be reminded that 
we have, on more than one occasion, expressed our re- 
gret at the hasty and ill-considered piece of legislation 
known as the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. The 
part of that Act most open to question is undoubtedly 
section 7, which provides that, after the 7th of August, 
1874, “no priority or protection shall be given or 
allowed to any estate, right, or interest in land by reason 












wet of such estate, right, or interest being protected by or 
Bishop, tacked to any legal or other estate or interest in such 

land ; and full effect shall be given in every court to this 

provision, although the person claiming such priority or 
7.45, protection as aforesaid shall claim as a purchaser for 
ae Valuable consideration, and without notice.” In spite 
(dlles, of the able letters of several of our correspondents, 






and 





the published opinions of other members 














of the profession, we have always adhered ‘to 
the view which, we believe, was first publicly expressed 
by this journal, namely, that the section swept away, 
not merely the doctrines of tacking and of getting in 
outstanding legal estates for the protection of existing 
equities, but all the protection formerly afforded by the 
‘legal estate to purchasers and mortgagees taking a con- 
veyance of the legal estate at the moment of the com- 
pletion of their purchase or mortgage, and further, 
that, in the present state of the law, such a change was 
calculated to render dealings with real property most 
hazardous and insecure (see especially 18 S. J. 963}, 
We are glad to see that our view of this section has 
been taken by the Lord Chancellor, the author of 
the Act; at all events, the Land Titles and Trans- 
fer Bill now before Parliament concludes with this 
suggestive little clause—“The seventh section of the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, is hereby re- 
pealed.” We do not propose to enter here into the 
question whether it would not have been advisable to 
propose a repeal, either of the whole Act, or, at any rate, 
of several more sections of it, or whether, with respect to 
the seventh section, a modification would not have been 
better than arepeal. But taking it for granted that itis 
not the intention of the Lord Chancellor either to sacrifice 
more of his Act or toimproveit by careful provisions abolish- 
ing tacking and the other questionable uses of the legal 
estate, we may point out that the repealing clause is 
inadequate and calls for amendment. The section should. 
be repealed “as from the time of the commencement 
and taking effect thereof” (see, for a precedent of 

such a repeal, 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106,s. 1). If this is not 

done, then from the 7th of August, 1874, to some at pre- 

sent unascertained date, the law of real property in this 
country will be cut off from the preceding and succeed- 
ing law, and be subject to an abnormal set of rules and 
principles, and that, too, in matters of the very greatest 
importance. Besides this general consideration, the re- 
peal as at present proposed must give rise to questions of 
some difficulty, at all events to questions the satisfactory 
decision of which can only be made by the courts. For 
example, suppose that since the passing of the Act of 

last session a first mortgagee has made a further advance 
without notice of a second incumbrance. As the law 
now stands he cannot tack, and therefore at present the 
priorities are, first, the first mortgage, second, the 
second mortgage, third, the further advance by 
the first mortgagee. When the repealing Act 
is passed, will the first mortgagee be then enabled 
to tack and so alter what now are statutory priorities ? 

Many other difficult questions may be suggested as 
necessarily arising, unless the 7th section is repealed ab 
initio. Such a repeal must no doubt be carefully framed 
so as not to interfere with any transactions completed on 
the footing of the law as it now stands, as, for instance, 
any division of purchase-moneys actually made amongst 
incumbrancers in the interval between the two Acts. 
This would require some consideration and draftsman- 
ship, which, however, we may hope will not be found 
wanting. 





In THE NEW EDITION of the Land Transfer Bill the 164 
clauses of last year’s measure have been cut down to 132, 
while those retained have been re-arranged, and many of 
them considerably abbreviated. The result is a more com- 
pact and more easily intelligible Bill than has probably 


ever yet been framed on this complicated subject. Notin 
shape merely, but in substance, the measure has under- 
gone changes, the more important of which we can this 
week only briefly indicate. While the compulsion clause is 
omitted, there is inserted (clause 21) a provision empower- 
ing the registered proprietor, with the consentof all 

appearing by the register to be interested in the land, to 
remove it from the xegister. The owner of an estate 
tail or base fee can no longer apply alone for registration 
(clause 5, par. 2; compare clause 69). There is to be a 
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separate register of leaseholds (clause 11), and three 
kinds of registration of these lands are provided for— 
viz., (1), registration with declaration of absolute title of 
lessor to grant lease; (2), registration with declaration 
of qualified title of lessor to grant lease; (3), registra- 
tion without declaration of title of lessor to grant lease. 
On every application for registration of leaseholds, the 
lease is to be deposited with the registrar (clause 11), 
and an office copy of the lease, with an indorsement made 
thereon by the registrar, is to supply the place of a land 
certificate (see clause 16). In place of having a lease for 
more than twenty-one years registered, the lessee is now 
enabled to have notice of the lease registered, so as to 
deal with it subsequently by unregistered instruments 
(clause 51). In accordance with a prevalent mode of 
legislation, the forms to be observed, precautions to be 
taken, notices to be given, and evidence to be adduced 
on application for registration, are left to be settled by 
rules to be made by the Lord Chancellor; but it is provided 
that “ due notice shall be given and sufficient opportunity 
afforded to any persons desirous of objecting to come 
in and state their objections to the registrar,” who is to 
decide on such objections, subject to an appeal to the 
court in manner and upon conditions to be prescribed 
(clause 17). The “court,” for the purposes of the Act, 
is to mean either the Court of Chancery or the county 
court, as may.be prescribed by rules (clause 115). In 
place of clause 110 of the Bill of last year, which pro- 
vided that “ nothing in this Act shall prevent any title 
from being acquired by any statute of limitations or by 
prescription,’ it is now provided (clause 22) that “a 
title to any land adverse to, or in derogation of, the title 
of the registered proprietor shall not be acquired by any 
length of possession.” 

As regards mortgages of registered land, the provision 
expressly referring to the registration of a mortgagee as 
proprietor is omitted. The owner of a charge is to be 
entitled to foreclose as well as sell (clause 27). The pro- 
vision relating to deposit of the land certificate or office 
copy of the lease (clause 82) seems to be rather oddly 
placed; it provides that the deposit shall be equivalent 
to a deposit of the title deeds of the land; but it does 
not provide that no charge or lien shall be created on 
registered land by deposit of the title deeds. 

As to transfer and transmission of registered land, 
the most important change is the disappearance of the 
“ real representative.’ The rather complicated clauses re- 
lating to this subject are superseded by a simple provi- 
sion that on the death of the registered proprietor of 
freehold land, such person shall be registered as proprie- 
tor in his place as may, on the application of any person 
interested in the land, be appointed by the registrar, 
subject to appeal to the court (clause 42). There appears 
to be no provision for requiring upplication to be made 
on the death of the registered proprietor for 
the entry of some other person as registered pro- 
prietor, or for the devolution of the legal estate 
in the interval between the death and new regis- 
tration. The clause’ providing that, subject to 
some exceptions, “no transferee for valuable considera- 
tion shall be bound or affected by any express or con- 
structive notice of any trust, equity of redemption, or 
equitable estate, &c.,”’ has disappeared from the new Bill. 

The right to inspect the register is now confined (clause 
105) to the registered proprietor of any land or charge and 
any persons authorized by him or by an order of the 
court, instead of extending, as it did last year, to persons 
who have lodged notices or cautions, or their solicitors. 
Lastly, we may notice that by clause 112 the Lord Chan- 
cellor is authorized to make rules with respect to the 
costs to be charged by “solicitors or other agents in or 
incidental to or consequential on the registration of 
land;” thus restoring the objectionable words in Lord 
Selborne’s Bill which were omitted in last year’s measure. 








$e 

Tne supcMent delivered last week by the 
Chamber in the case of Glyn v. Misa is one of very 
considerable importance, and is a curious illusty, 
tion of the undefined state of English law on pointy at 
every-day occurrence. The action was upon a ¢ 
for £2,000, and the question was whether there wag 
an absence or failure of consideration as entitled the @, 
fendant, the drawer of the cheque, to stop it and Pesist 
payment. The cheque was given by him to one : 
whose failure excited so much attention in 1873, angi 
was given as the price of bills on Cadiz which, ho 
turned out to be worthless. The plaintiffs, Glyn, 

& Co., were Lizardi’s bankers, and were under conside,. 
able advances to him when the cheque was paid inp 
Glyns’ in exchange for an order of Lizardi’s on Misa, thy 
defendant, to pay Glyns the purchase-money for the bills 
on Cadiz. Within an hour or two of the cheque bej 
paid in, the defendant Misa heard that Lizardi hj 
stopped payment, and he immediately stopped th 
cheque and refused to pay it. Glyns had give 
Lizardi no fresh consideration for the cheque, but, 
as before stated, the balance in their books was eq. 
siderably against him. Against the deficit they claimej 
te retain the cheque as against Misa on two ground, 
First, that Lizardi’s “ order,” which was given in ex 

for the cheque, was a good consideration; but, assuming 
that this was not so, then, secondly, on the ground that 
the pre-existing debt from Lizardi to them was a valid 
consideration. The Court of Exchequer gave judgment 
in favour of the plaintiffs mainly on the former peint, 
The Court of Exchequer Chamber, consisting of Sir 
Henry (then Mr. Justice) Keating, Mr. Justice Lush, 
Mr. Justice Quain, and Mr. Justice Archibald, Lon 
Coleridge dissenting, have affirmed that judgment, but 
upon the second and broader ground. Passing by the 
first point, then, ard assuming that the “ order” was but 
apiece of waste papey, the point just decided is that, ifa 
cheque be drawn and paid by A. to C. in respect ofa 
debt already owing from B. to C., no fresh consideration 
passing either between C. and A. or between C. andB, 
such pre-existing debt from B. to C. is a sufficient con 
sideration to support an action by C. agaiust A. on the 
cheque. 

Of course it is assumed on the one hand that the 
cheque was taken bond fide by the bank, and on the 
other that they did not take it in accord and satisfaction 
so as absolutely to discharge their customer's indebtedness 
whether the cheque were paid or not. 

It is curious to observe how doubtful the question has 
been as to whatis the effect of giving a bill or note pay- 
able on demand in respect of an existing debt. If ithe 
payable at a future date it is quite clear that there is 4 
sufficient consideration; and the reason given has 
always been that to take such a bill suspends the 
remedy for the original debt, the holder of the bill im- 
pliedly agreeing not to sue for it during the currency of 
the bill. In consideration of the bill he parts with 
some of his existing rights. But it has been said 
that where the bill is payable at sight or on demand 
there is no agreement by the creditor to suspend 
the remedy for the existing debt, and therefore, that the 
above reasoning does not apply. One would have thought 
that such a point would have been raised and decided 
long ago, but Sir J. B. Byles, the standard authority on 
bills, certainly speaks with a somewhat uncertain sound. 
For whilst in the text he says (p. 126, 10th ed.), “4 
subsisting debt due from a third person is a good cone 
sideration for a bill or note payable at a future day, 
he adds in a note, “ At least if the note be payable 
at a future day; for then the note amounts to a 
agreement to give time to the original debtor, and 
that indulgence to him is a consideration to the maker. 
But if the note be payable immediately, it is conceived 
that the pre-existing debt of a stranger could not be 
consideration unless it were taken in satisfaction, or unless 
credit had been given to the original debtor at the 


’ maker's request.” Story, in his work on promissory notes. 
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not to draw the distinction suggested between a 
note payable at sight and one payable at a future date. 
The majority of the Court of Exchequer Chamber has 
decided against any such distinction in this respect. 





{uz MODE IN wurcu the Court of Exchequer Chamber 
has dealt with the case of Mill v. Hawker at least justi- 
fies the reserve with which we expressed ourselves in 
commenting lately on the decision of the court below 
(ante, p. 230). It will be remembered that the action 
yas against both the surveyor and the members of the 
highway board, for an alleged trespass committed by 
the former under the direction of the board. At the 
trial the plaintiff was nonsuited; but the Court of Ex- 
ehequer held that, as against both the surveyor and the 
members of the board, there was misdirection, and 
ordered a new trial. On appeal the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber has affirmed the decision of the court below, 
# far as it holds the surveyor amenable; and this does 
not rise us, for, as we observed, the present occasion 
is, we believe, the first in which a surveyor has raised the 
defence that he was protected by the order of his supe- 
tiors. But as to that part of the judgment below which 
relates to the liability of the members of the board, which 
was the really important question, no decision is pro- 
nounced, the court being, it is understood, equally divided 
in opinion, so that the case will now go down to anew trial 
with this point still undetermined. ‘Thejudge who tries the 
cause will, no doubt, direct the jury in accordance with 
the ruling in the Court of Exchequer, and unless the 
findings of the jury render it unnecessary to pursue the 
matter farther, the ruling will probably be questioned 
by bill of exceptions. The difference of opinion 
which evidently prevails even among the judges cer- 
tainly does not diminish the importance of the question 
in controversy: and the history of the case affords a 
pregnant illustration of the mischief which, as has been 
often pointed out, results from nonsuits made upon 


points of doubtful law. 





THERE ARE INDICATIONS in the re-introduced Land 


Transfer Bill that the project originally entertained of | 


framing the district registries on the model of the 
London office has been abandoned. Thus it is provided 
(clause 120) that the district registrar “may, with the 
assent of the Lord Chancellor, follow another calling.” 


The expression is odd, but it would seem to point in the } 


direction of the Land Transfer Commissioners’ suggestion 
that the district registries might be set up “at an 
attorney's office, or at the county court.” The next 
dlause, also new, directs the fees received in pursuance 
of the Act in a district registry to be paid to the district 
Iegistrar, who, after paying out of them the salaries of 
the other officers, is to retain the residue for his own 
We; rendering, however, an account to the Treasury. 
Power is reserved to the Treasury to order that the dis- 
trict registrars shall be paid by salaries instead of fees. 
The provision as to payment by fees would seem to cut 
away the ground from under the argument against 
district registrars founded on economy. Can any other 
Teason be alleged against the general establishment of 
these local offices ? 


Tue pay for the hearing of bankruptcy appeals by 
the Court of Appeal is to be changed during the rest of the 
present sittings from Friday to Thursday. This altera- 

is made because it has been found inconvenient to 
the leaders of the Chancery bar that bankruptcy appeals 
uld be heard on the same day as motions in the courts 

ot the Master of the Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors. 





SOME RECENT CASES ON PROOF BY 
PARTNERS. 


Ir has long been a settled rule in bankruptcy that a 
partner cannot prove against the joint estate of the firm 
so long as any of the partnership debts remain unpaid; 
the reason for the rule being that a partner so proving 
would be competing with his own creditors. As Lord 
Eldon said in Ex parte Sillitoe (1 G. & J. 382), the 
creditors of the firm “ are in fact his own creditors,’’ 
and he cannot “take part of the fund to the prejudice 
of those who are not only creditors of the partnership 
but of himself.” The rule was recognized as early as 
Ex parte Hargreaves (1 Cox, 440), decided in 1788, which 
seems to have overruled the prior case of Hx parte Hunter 
(1 Atk. 223), And, inasmuch as the joint creditors are 
paid first out of the joint estate,,and the separate 
creditors out of the separate estate, the surplus of the 
joint estate going over to the sepurate estate, and the 
surplus of each separate estate going over to the joint 
estate, the rule is equally well settled that a partner 
cannot prove against the separate estate of his co- 
partner so long as any of the joint debts, for which they 
are both liable, remain unpaid. 

The latter rule is strictly adhered to, even though the 
breach of it would enure for the benefit of the joint 
creditors. Thus in Hx parte Collinge (12 W. R. 30, 4 
De G. J. & S. 533), the joint estate of two partners 
was insolvent, but if the trustees of a deed of assignment, 





executed by one of the partners, could have been ad- 
mitted to prove against the separate estate of the bank- 
rupt partner for a debt due from him to the other 
partner, the result would have been to increase the 
proving estate to such an extent that it would have 





yielded a larger surplus to the joint estate than would 
| have arisen from the bankrupts’ estate if the proof had 
i been excluded. At the same time it is plain that this 
| result could only have been brought about by diminish- 
| ing the dividends payable to the separate creditors of 

the partner against whose estate the proof would have to 
| be made. Lord Westbury refused to admit the proof. 
| He said, “It is a mistake to suppose, as has been argued, 
| that the objection to a proof against the separate estate 
| of a partner, on behalf of another partner or his estate, 
can be only sustained by joint creditors or for their 
benefit. The rule enures for the benefit of separate 
| creditors also. But it having been erroneously supposed 
| that the objection lay in the mouth of the joint cred- 
| itors only, it was thought that the objection might be 
met by the ingenious argument which has been here 
resorted to. The rule, however, remains, that, so long as 
there are joint debts, a partner who is liable for those 
joint debts shall not make any claim against the separate 
estate, because, by possibility, he may come into com- 
petition with his own creditors. That principle is the 
foundation of the rule.” 

To these rules there are, however, two well-established 
exceptions. The first is where the partner who seeks to 
prove is a creditor in respect of the fraudulent con- 
version by his co-partner of his separate estate to the 
use of the partnership. There, inasmuch as the partner 
never consented to his separate estate becoming part of 
the joint estate, he is treated in respect of the fund 
wrongfully converted as if he were not a partner. By a 
necessary application of this rule, if the executor of a 
partner, justified in carrying on the business, employs 
therein any fresh capital of his testator, or any sum 
belonging to the testator beyond the maximum fixed 
by the testator to be so employed, then the persons 
interested in the testator’s estate are entitled to prove in 
respect of the sum so improperly employed. An in- 
stance of this exception is supplied by the case of 
Ex parte Butterfield (De G. 319, 570). In that case a 
trader had empowered his wife, whom he also appointed 
his executrix, to employ any sums not exceeding £6,000 
in carrying on his trade after his death. She carried on 
the business after his death in partnership with his son 
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(who was also an executor), and employed upwards of 
£6,000 of the testator’s assets in doing so. It was held 
that the persons beneficially interested in the estate could 
not prove in the bankruptcy of the widow and son for 
the £6,000, inasmuch as its employment in the trade had 
been authorized by the will. But they were allowed to 
prove for the amount employed in the trade beyond the 
£6,000. In the recent case of Ex parte Westcott (22 
W. R. 813, L. R.9 Ch. 626) this exception was again 
discussed. In that case a father and son carried on 
Dusiness in partnership. By the articles of partnership 
all the capital belonged to the father, the son having 
only an interest in the profits, and on the death of the 
father the partnership came to an end, and the son’s in- 
terest in the business terminated. The father died, 
having by his will appointed the son one of his trustees 
and executors, and having authorized his trustees to 
delay the sale and conversion of such part of his 
property as was engaged in the business, and to make 
arrangements for carrying on the business for any period 
not exceeding two years after his death. The son alone 
proved the will, and he received and employed in the 
business moneys belonging to the testator’s separate 
estate, which had not been previously so employed. 
Under these circumstances, a receiver of the testator’s 
separate estate, who had been appointed by the Court of 
Chancery in ‘a suit to administer that estate, was ad- 
mitted to prove in the liquidation of the son for the 
moneys which had been thus improperly applied, not- 
withstanding the fact that the partnership debts had not 
been all paid. Lord Justice James treated the case as 
governed by Ex parte Butterfield, and said that the 
simple question was whether there could be a proof for a 
devastavit. Lord Justice Mellish said that the sum in 
question was not a debt due to the partner, but a debt 
incurred to his estate after the partnership had ceased to 
exist. 

This observation may possibly have given rise to 
the misconception of the ground of the rule prohibit- 
ing one partner from proving in competition with the 
joint creditors of the firm, which led to the decision 
of the Chief Judge in Re Dixon (22 W. R. 875). In 
that case five persons entered into partnership as cotton 
spinners. The articles of partnership provided that, on 
the decease of any partner, his shares in the firm 
should be taken by the surviving partners at their value 
as determined at the last previous stock-taking, and that 
this amount should be paid with interest by the surviving 
partners to the executors of the deceased partner by 
fourteen equal annual instalments, the payment being 
secured by the bond of the surviving partners. One of 
the partners died, having by his will authorized his 
executors to allow his shares to remain in the business at 
interest. This was done. No instalments were paid to 
the executors, and no bond was given to secure the 
amount. The executors sought to prove in the liquida- 
tion of the surviving partners for the amount of the 
testator’s share of the capital, with interest, there being 
still some debts of the original firm unpaid. The Chief 
Judge held that the proof must be admitted, on the 
ground that, by virtue of the partnership articles, the 
amount of the deceased partner’s share became on his 
death an ascertained debt due to his estate, “as plain a 
debt as in the case of Lx parte Westcott.” The effect of 
the decision would have been to introduce a new excep- 
tion in cases where the share of the assets of a deceased 
partner has, in compliance with the provisions of the 
partnership deed, been turned into adebt. It is diffi- 
cult to see how such a case could be distinguished 
from any case in which, after the partnership has ter- 
minated, the share of one of the partners remains due 
from the remaining partners either to his estate or to 
him if still living. The view of-the Chief Judge met 
with no favour from the Court of Appeal, who reversed 
his decision (23 W. R. 123). As Lord Justice Mellish said 
—*The rule as laid down is, not that a partner in a firm 
shall not prove in respect of an unsettled balance of a 


partnership accountagainst his co-partnerwho has become 
bankrupt, but the rule is that a partner in a firm shall no¢: 
prove—that is to say, shall not prove on any debt what. 
ever, in competition with creditors of the firm, who are 
in fact his own creditors, And that appears to me to be 
directly acted upon by Lord Westbury in Ex part 
Collinge, where, as in this case, the right of the partner 
to a share in the assets had been turned into a debt, 
Therefore I am clearly of opinion that the circumstanes 
of its being turned into a debt, and of his no 
having a right to share in the partnership assets, makes 
no difference.” 

Re Dixon, as thus decided by the Court of Appeal 
affords a useful illustration of the inflexibility of 
the general rule. For the evidence showed that 
the amount of the separate debts of the deceased 
partner was, compared with the amount of his 
such that if the proof of the executors had been admitted, 
the result would have been largely to increase the 
surplus available for the joint creditors. But, notwith. 
standing this fact, the proof was not admitted. This 
confirms the dictum of Lord Westbury in Ex part 
Collinge, that the rule is for the benefit of the separate 
creditors, as well as the joint; it certainly so operated 
in Re Dixon. 

The second exception to the rule is where one or 
more of the partners in a firm has or have carried on 
separately a distinct trade, there, in respect of 
between the two trades, proof is admitted in competition 
with the joint creditors. The reason for this exception 
and its extent are fully explained in the well-known 
case of Ex parte Sillitoe (1 G. & J. 374), where Lord 
Eldon (after mentioning the first exception to the general 
rule) said, “In this commercial country it has become 
of great importance to know what is to be done in cases 
where the same individual is to be considered as standing 
in many distinct characters as member of several firms, 
. Another relaxation of the rule was therefore 
admitted, that where there is a demand arising from the 
dealing of the partnership in a distinct trade proof might 
be admitted; but then the question, what is a dealing 
in a distinct trade, is always to be looked at with great 
care. I take it to be quite clear that, if an 
individual partner has nothing more to say than this, 
that he has lent £100 to his partnership, the strict rule 
immediately applies to him, and shuts him out from the 
benefit of proof; if it were sufficient to state that the 
partner would not have lent the £100 but as a separate 
trader, the rule is at end. We are not, therefore [in the 
case then before the court], merely to consider the ques 
tion whether [the partners] were [also] partners [in 4 
distinct trade], but whether this is to be considered a 
transaction between trade and trade; and, in looking at 
thé circumstances with a view to that question, great 
care is necessary lest we establish a principle which might 
in its consequences be the destruction of the rule.” He 
afterwards stated that he had carefully examined all the 
cases relating to this question of proof by partners a 
separate traders in competition with their joint creditors, 
and that they were all cases in which the articles of one 
trade had been furnished to another trade: that there 
was no case in which the exception had been allowed 
where money had been advanced to the partnership by one 
or more of the partners. One of the most recent cases 
with regard to this exception is Lx parte Maude (15 
W. R. 856, L. R. 2 Ch. 550). There, Braginton, 1 country 
banker, entered into partnership with two other persons, 
one of them, Maude, residing in London, the other, Past 
more, residing in Bombay, as merchants and commission 
agents. Maude was to bring in £6,500 capital; Bra 
ginton was to bring in an equal sum, if and when it might 
be required ; Passmore was to bring in nothing. Therewss 
also an agreement between Braginton and the other two 
that when purchases were made on behalf of the firm, 
bills should be accepted by Braginton’s banking firm, st 
a commission, and that Maude & Co. should negotiate the 
bills, thus keeping the banking firm in funds to meet the 
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acceptances. Maude brought in his £6,500, but Bra- 

ton brought in only £3,726. Braginton was adjudi- 
ated 2 bankrupt, and Maude-executed a deed of inspec- 
forship, under the Bankruptcy Act of 1861, for the 
winding up of the affairs of Maude &€ Co. Maude, on 
pehalf of the inspectors, sought to prove against the 
estate of Braginton for the balance of the general account 
between Braginton’s banking firm and the firm of Maude 
&Co., and also for the balance of the stipulated capital 
pot brought in by Braginton. The Lords Justices, while 
fwly recognizing the exception from the general rule in 


favour of dealings between two distinct trades, held that | 


there had been no such dealing in the present case, but 
that Braginton had merely for the convenience of the 
general partnership agreed to advance money to retire 
bills. 


Another exception to the general rule prohibiting proof 
by a partner against the separate estate of his co-partner 
gotil the joint creditors are paid was introduced in Ex 
porte Topping (4 De G. J. & 8. 551). In that case two 

, Levey and Robson, became bankrupt, and it was 
sought on behalf of the separate creditors of Levey to prove 
inst the separate estate of Robson for a sum due from 
Robson to Levey in respect of an advance which Levey 
had:‘made to Robson to enable him to increase his busi- 
ness capital. It was admitted that Robson’s separate 
estate would be insufficient to pay his separate creditors 
in full whether the proof was admitted or not, so that the 
joint creditors had no interest in the question. Under 
these circumstances Lord Westbury admitted the proof, 
adding to his order a declaration that the proof must be 
gbject to be expunged and the dividend to be refunded 
in the case of any surplus of the estate of the debtor 
partner accruing for the benefit of the joint creditors. 
His lordship said that he meant to limit his decision 
4o the case of a debt arising (as it did in that case) 
from an undisputed contract apart from the co-partner- 
ship, and which was in existence at the time of the ad- 
judication of bankruptcy, and to a case where by no 
possibility could there be any surplus of the debtor part- 
nér’s estate whether the proof was admitted or not, and 
he added—“ Limiting, thus, my decision to a case so cir- 
camstanced, I think it reasonable and just that the rule 
should not be extended beyond the reason which intro- 
duced it and was the cause of its being laid down; and 
if it be true that the estate of the partner against 
which the proof is tendered cannot by possibility: yield a 
surplus, it would be unreasonable and unjust to refuse 
the opportunity of proof being made. It has been justly 
said by Mr. De Gex in argument that the result of the 


rejection of the proof would be to pay the creditors of | 


one partner with the money of another, and also, as 
he has said, it would not be difficult to suggest a state 
of circumstances in which the joint creditors would be 
losers by the rule being observed. I will put one case. 
Suppose the separate estate of one partner to be 
£10,000, and his separate debts to be £10,000 ex- 
dusive of a debt due to his co-partner; if proof of his 
o-partner’s debt were not admitted the other separate 
creditors would be paid in full. Butif he owed £10,000 
tohis co-partner, and proof were admitted, then the 
-ereditors would receive only 10s. in the pound. Now 
fuppose the co-partner to be indebted to his separate 
‘reditors to the extent of £1,000, but to have no assets 
beyond the debt due to him from his partner. If you 
admit the co-partner to prove against the estate of his 
partner for this debt you realize £5,000, and the sur- 
plus of that sum over £1,000 will be for the benefit of 
the joint creditors, but if you refuse to admit the proof 
you lose the balance of the £5,000. In such circumstances 
the rule which was adopted nominally for the benefit of 
the joint creditors would, if it were adhered to, in reality 
deprive them of £4,000. Many other cases might be put in 
which injustice would arise if we were to pursue the rule 
to the letter when its spirit ceases |» have any applica- 
tion. In my judgment, therefore, the ; "oof by one partner 


-@gainstthe separate estate of another; .rtner ought in this 





case to be admitted.” It seems doubtful whether this#e. 
cision would now befollowed. [If the spirit of it wereto 
prevail, then Re Dixon should have been decided 
differently, whereas the actual decision of the Court of 
Appeal is nuch moreconsonant with what Lord Westbury 
said in Ex parte Collinge. Andin Lacey v. Hill {24 
W. R. 239, L. R. 8 Ch. 441), Lord Justice Meltish said : 
“Tf it had been necessary'to determine how far Ex parte 
Topping should be held to apply to a case where the 
separate estate in respect of which the proof is sought te 
be made is solvent, so that any surplus would go to the 
joint estate” (a case evidently contemplated by Lord 
Westbury in the observations we have just quoted), “‘he 
should have liked to take further time for consideration.” 

How far the rules adopted in bankruptcy as to joint 
and separate estates do in fact work out justice between 
thedifferent classes of creditorsmay be a question. As Lord 
Justice James said in Lacey v. Hill, “the rules area sort 
of rougl: code of justice, because some rule must be laid 
down for the purpose of keeping joint and separate 
estates distinct, and for paying the joint and separate 
creditors. But that is a mere artificial distinction: 
There is nothing like that known to the common law, 
and there being those rules a great number of difficulties 
necessarily occur.” 








THE COURTS OF QUARTER SESSIONS IN 
IRELAND. 


II. 


Some persons have thought that it would be advisable to 
reduce the criminal jurisdiction of the Irish quarter 
sessions to the level existing in this country, and to pre- 
vent the chairmen and the associate justices from trying 
any but trifling offences. We do not concur in this 
opinion, which disregards the fact that the Irish chairmen 
are always trained and experienced lawyers, not, as with 
us commonly, mere country gentlemen; and the change, 
we think, would be a complete mistake. As for the 
powers of the Civil Bill Courts in the province of law— 
we use the term as distinct from equity—there is no need 
of a general reform at present. It would, however, be 
expedient to abolish the prohibitions which, in certain 
actions, oust the jurisdiction of the Civil Bill Courts, and 
to allow the chairmen to try cases of libel, slander, 
breach of promise and crim. con. within claims of a 
small extent; and this is the more obvious, because most 
of these cases may be remitted to them by the superior 
courts. It would be advisable, also, that the Civil Bill 
Oourts should, like our county courts, have authority 
to try actions, with the consent of the parties, no matter 
what may be the amount of the demand ; and, considering 
the progress of wealth in Ireland, £50 might be made, in- 
stead of £40, the limit of their ordinary power in contracts 
and torts. In the cases, however, between landlord and 
tenant over which they at present have control, their 
jurisdiction, we think, should be largely extended. At 
present, under the Land Act of 1870, a tenant can make. 
claims of any amount against his landlord in the Civil 
Bill Courts, and, in the case of his ordinary demands, a 
landlord should have a like privilege. At present the 
Civil Bill Courts can try claims for rent, and in eject- 
ment, up to £100. We see no reason why they should 
not decide the same class of cases whatever the amount; 
but certainly it would be safe to enlarge the limit from 
£100 to £200. 

As for the absence of equity from the Irish Civil Bill 
Courts, there is a precedent for a nearly sufficient remedy, 
They should be invested with the equitable powers which 
our county courts have had for ten years, and they would 
then have an equity jurisdiction in cases of administra- 
tion, of trust, of mortgage, of lien, of specific perform- 
ance, of partnership matters, and of the maintenance and 
advancement of infants, within a limit of £500. This is 
an absolutely necessary reform; and we think the Civil 
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Bill Courts should possess a power to grant injunctions 
in disputes between landlord and tenant where rights do 
not exceed £500 in value. 

With respect to the procedure and practice of the Civil 
Bill Courts, oniy one great change appears to be requi- 
site. Power should be given to enter up judgment 
against suitors in default of appearance; and thus the 
expense would be avoided of sending witnesses to prove 
undefended actions, an expense often found a grievous 
hardship. 

The judicial organization and the official staff of the 
Trish quarter sessions must be largely remodelled. Com- 
paring their work with that of our county court judges 
there obviously are too many chairmen ; and as in Lord 
Brougham’s language a judge should be not removable 
only but not promovable, there ought not to be three 
slasses of chairmen, with different salaries in an ascend- 
sng scale, for this suggests dependence and hopes from 
Government. The chairmen should be reduced in num- 
ver from thirty-three to twenty; their salaries should be 

’ made equal for all; and as this change would make it 
impossible to have a different chairman for each county, 
it would be expedient, probably, to adopt the system in 
existence as to our county courts, and to divide Ireland 
into twenty districts, each a centre of a civil bill juris- 
diction. ‘The salaries of the chairmen ought, we think, 
to be assimilated to those of our county court judges— 
that is, £1,500 a year and a travelling allowance; this 
certainly could not be considered too high remembering 
the importance of the chairman’s office. An arrange- 
ment like this would ultimately save the country about 
£7,000 a year, and it would combine economy with in- 
creased efficiency. It would be inevitable with the pro- 
posed system that the chairmen should cease to prac- 
tise at the bar; and, indeed, this privilege, though not 
in fact productive, perhaps, of bad results, is indefen- 
sible from every point of view. Existing chairmen, if 
they would not accept their new status and enlarged 
duties, should, of course, be given the choice of retiring ; 
and this, for a time, would cause expense, for they 
would have a right to retire on their full salaries; but 
the choice would be made in but few instances, and the 
Exchequer ultimately would, we repeat, be a gainer. 

As regards the office of clerk of the peace, it ought to 
be altogether transformed. This functionary should hence- 
forth be appointed by the Crown, not, as hitherto, by the 
lieutenants of counties; he should be a solicitor of stand- 
ing in actual practice, and he should be conversant with 
law and equity business. He should be always on the 
spot to do his work; and it is superfluous to add that 
the scandalous abuse of absentee and unprofessional 
clerks of the peace acting by deputies miserably paid 
should be put an end to without delay. The salary of 
the clerk of the peace should be reasonably increased ; 
and the increase probably would be defrayed out of the 
stamp duties which would be levied under the new 
system of equity jurisdiction. The scale of solicitors’ 
fees in the Civil Bill Courts is, at present, fixed too low; 
it ought to be re-considered and raised. 

The reforms of which we have traced the outline are, 
we believe, necessary, and would, we are sure, be popular. 
They would bring the Irish courts of quarter sessions 
more in accordance with social requirements, and would 
make those tribunals more than ever centres of cheap, 
efficient, and speedy justice. This session, we hope, will 
not pass without a reform such as we have briefly 
sketched. 








“Living Authors at the New York Bar, being a Catalogue 
of the Books they have Written and Edited,” is, the Albany 
Law Journal tells us, the title of a pamphlet issued by 


MeDivitt & Co. of New York. It appears that there are 
more than sixty lawyers at the New York bar or on the bench 
who are entitled to be called ‘‘authors.” Among these 
may be noticed the Abbots, Blatchford, Bosworth, Curtis, 
Daly, Dwight, Eaton, Guernsey, Hoffman, Field, Redfield, 
Shearman, and Whittaker. 
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Recent Becisions. 


COMMON LAW. 
Rattway Company—Conpitions—Loss or Lugcagp, 


Kent v. Midland Railway Company, Q.B., 22 W, R. 
25, L. R. 10 Q. B. 1. 


To a demand by the plaintiff for indemnification fp. 
the loss of his luggage the defendants opposed the usugj 
words on the back of his ticket stating that it was issueg 
“subject to the regulations in the company’s time. 
tables,” and a condition which was to be found in the 
time-tables that the company would not be liable fo 
“Josses which occurred off their line.” The loss oce 
whilst the plaintiff, the holder of a through ticket, was 
changing trains at the Birmingham station, and after his 
luggage had been put on a truck by a porter to be cop. 
veyed to the London and North-Western train. JU 
this evidence the court held that the words “ off thejp. 
line” were equivalent to “out of their custody;” ang 
that as the luggage was not shown to have been deposited 
by them in the London and North-Western train op 
otherwise placed in the custody of the other company, the- 
defendants still remained liable. But the court de 
to express any opinion as to whether the plaintiff would 
have been bound by the condition if the facts had 
brought him within it; and it is important to observe 
that this doubt exists. The case is not solved by the 
dilemma put by Willes, J.,in Lewis v. M‘Kee (17 W.R. 
325, L. R. 4 Ex. 58, referring to York, Newcastle, and 
Berwick Railway Company v. Crisp, 2 W. R. 428, and 
Van Toll v. South-Eastern Railway Company, 10 W. R, 
578, 12 C. B. N. S. 75), that, a written document being 
handed to the plaintiff as part of the contract, he either 
contracted with the defendants on those terms or 
did not contract at all, so that it was immaterial, when he 
sued the company, to inquire whether he had read the 
terms or not. A state of things is conceivable, where 
one party hands to another, as part of the contract, a: 
document which cannot be said fairly to disclose the 
terms intended to be made. It could never be contended 
that if a condition were deliberately printed in minute 
letters, and in a place where it was likely to be over- 
looked even by a careful person, the party seeking ta 
impose that condition on the other contracting party 
would not be bound by the contract without the condi- 
tion; and if so it must be a question of degree in each. 
case, whether the condition is so far legible and patent 
that with the exercise of reasonable care it will be seen,. 
or whether it is so placed as to be likely to escape atten- 
tion. Buta further question suggests itself, What is the 
meaning of the “regulations of the company’s time- 
tables?”’ The word would naturally suggest rules as to 
time for arrival and departure of trains, as to producing: 
the ticket on demand, as to alighting from carriages, as 
to smoking, &c. ; that is to say, rules which the company 
have a right to lay down for their own action, or to im- 
pose as bye-laws on others. But it does not naturally 
or at all express the terms of a contract of carriage, 
limiting the rights and liabilities of the parties; ex- 
cept so far as these rights and liabilities are affected by 
the actions thus regulated. The passenger may well 
suppose that the acts regulated are to be done according 
to the regulations, but that when done they have theit 
ordinary legal consequences; and he has no reason for 
thinking that he must refer to the complex regulations: 
contained in the time-tables in order to ascertain whether 
the company do or do not stipulate for a peculiar limita- 
tion of their common law liability. © 








The Atheneum states that Mr. George William Hemming, 
of the Chancery bar, is the author of the article in the curreat 
number of the Quarterly Review upon ‘The J adicialy 
Investigation of Truth.” 





ff would 
ots had 
observe 
_ by the 
7 W.R. 
tle, and 
128, and 
> WLR. 
t being 
é either 
IMs or 
when he 
ead the 
, where 
itract, a: 
ose the 
atended 
minute 
e over. 


‘Feb. 20, 1875. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


295 





a=. 





Rebiews. 


MUNICIPAL AND SANITARY LAW. 


Jus TowN CouNocILLorns AND Burcesses’ ManvaL: A 
Porutar Dicest or Municipan anp Sanitary Law. 
By Lovis GacuEs, LL.M., B.A., Barrister-at-law. 
Butterworths. 


‘Mr. Gaches has drawn together within a short compass 
the statutory provisions relating to municipal corpora- 
tions and the administration of sanitary law, and he has 
jad them printed in a neat and convenient form. We 

ynnot say much, however, in favour of the arrangement 
of his matter. The first chapter treats of corpora- 
tions in general, then of municipal corporations, then 

suddenly breaks into the subject of sanitary dis- 
dicts under the Public Health Act, 1872, and, towards 
the close, wanders on to the constitution and powers of 
the Local Government Board—all the pages being headed 
4Qf Corporations.” The subsequent chapters relating 
to the burgess list, revision, council, and powers and 
duties of the council follow in proper order; but surely 
the eight succeeding chapters, or most of them, might 
well have been grouped under some such general head- 
ing as “ Officers of the Corporation,” with a sub-heading 
devoted to each officer. The provisions of 5 & 6 Will. 4, 
¢, 76, s. 103, relating to application for a separate court 
quarter sessions, are placed under the head “ General 
Powers of the Council” immediately after the Free 
libraries Act, and are not referred to at all under the 
per head of “ The Recorder and the Administration 
of Justice.” A summary of the Petroleum Act, 1871, 
follows a statement of the provisions of the Municipal 
Gorporations Evidence Act, 1873. In these and other 
like cases there ought at least to have been sub-head- 
ings; and on page 133 we observe the omission of a sub- 
heading, “‘ Markets,” obviously intended to be inserted. 

Asregards the matter of the book, there are too few re- 
ferences to statutes to render it of any great assistance to 
legal readers ; the references tomodern cases are, moreover, 
mostly to one set of reports only. It seems, however, 
from the preface and title page, that the author's object 
has been rather to produce a popular than a professional 
treatise, and from this point of view some parts of the 
work seem to be fairly wellexecuted. A popular treatise 
ought, however, to be written in good English, and to be 
intelligible, which the following sentence (p. 24) does 
not appear to be:—“ He [the mayor] is affected by 
bankruptcy, composition, and absence in the same manner 
43 the other members of the council, and on any happen- 

the council is forthwith to declare and publish the 

fice as being void.’”’ There appears to be no other in- 

formation given as to how “other members of the 

quncil” are “affected by bankruptcy, composition, or 
absence.” 

Tt should be added that the appendix to the work con- 
tains a large number of useful forms. 





Putes. 


In THE casE or Ez parte Harris, heard by the Lords 
Jastices last week, a debtor’s summons had been issued. 
The debtor disputed the debt, and applied to have the 
Sammons dismissed. An order was made staying the pro- 
ceedings, pending the trial of the validity of the debt 
Waimed, the alleged debtor being required to give security 
in the ordinary way. He failed to give this security 
Within the appointed time. A petition in bankruptcy was 
Presented by the summoning creditor,‘and the registrar 
made an adjudication without inquiring into the validity 
af the debt. The Court of Appeal held that, notwith- 
standing the failure of the summoned debtor to find the 
Security required of him, he was entitled to have the 
Validity of the debt tried. That there was a question to 

tried, said the court, was clear from the proceedings on 





the summons having been in the first instance stayed, and 
the Court of Bankruptcy must now try the question. This 
decision is of importance, because we believe it has been 
the practice of the registrars in similar cases to make a 
summary adjudication without inquiring into the validity 
of the petitioning creditor’s debt. 


In ANOTHER CaSE or Ex parte Hare, heard by the Lords 
Justices last Saturday, an order had been made by Vice- 
Chancellor Hall in an administration suit, appointing a 
person to prove, on behalf of the estate to which the suit 
related, for a debt due to it from one England, a bank- 
rupt, and to vote at the meetings of creditors under the 
bankruptcy. Hare, the person so appointed, at the first 
meeting of the creditors, tendered a proof for the sum 
alleged to be due to the estate which he represented. The 
amount claimed was disputed, and the registrar decided 
that Hare was not legally entitled to make the proof, or te 
vote on the appointment of trustee. He was of opinion 
also that the proof required investigation, and he ordered 
it to stand over until after the appointment of a trustee. 
The real contest at that stage, of course, was as to the 
choice of a trustee. The Lords Justices were of opinion 
that, by virtue of the vice-ckancellor’s order, Hare was made 
receiver pro tanto of a part of the estate which was being ad- 
ministered in the suit, and that in that character he was 
entitled both to prove the debt and to vote on the choice 
of a trustee. But, as the amount of the proof was 
disputed, they referred the case back to the registrar to 
investigate the claim, and directed the appointment of a 
trustee to be stayed until this investigation had been 
made. The Bankruptcy Rules appear in no way to provide 
who is to make a proof in a case of this kind, and though 
in Ex parte Westcott (22 W. R. 813, L. R. 9 Ch. 626) a re- 
ceiver in an administration suit was allowed to prove on 
behalf of the estate in a bankruptcy, yet his right to do so 
does not seem to have been contested, and in that case the 
executor was himself the bankrupt, and the proof was in 
respect of a devastavit committed by him. 


ON THE SAME DAY, in Ex parte Walton, the question which 
was discussed in the recent case of Ex parte Sir W. Foster 
(23 W. R. 145, L. RB. 10 Ch. 59), as to staying proceedings 
under an adjudication of bankruptey (under section 80, 
sub-section 10, of the Act of 1869, and rule 266 of 1870) 
with a view to an arrangement under a pending liquida- 
tion petition, was again brought before the Court of 
Appeal. In Lx parte Sir W. Foster Lord Justice Mellish 
expressed an opinion (which was not, however, necessary 
to the decision of that case) that, when an adjudication of 
bankruptcy is made while a liquidation petition is pending, 
the court has a discretion toadopt any one of three courses: 
—viz., (1) to make a simple adjudication ; (2) to make the 
adjudication and to stay all proceedings under it until the 
creditors have met under the liquidation petition, and have 
decided what course they will pursue ; or (3) to suspend. 
its decision altogether till after the meeting of the creditors. 
In Ex parte Walton it was contended that, when an ad- 
judication is made under such circumstances, the court 
has no option, but must, under rule 266, on making the ad- 
judication, stay all the proceedings under it until the 
creditors have determined what they will do under the 
liquidation petition. Lord Justice Mellish expressed his 
adherence to his former opinion, and in this opinion Lord 
Justice James coincided. In Ex parte Walton the debtor 
had not filed his liquidation petition till the day before the 
adjudication was made, and the court thought that this 
was strong prima face evidence that the liquidation pro- 
ceedings were not instituted bond fide, and, though a large 
number of the creditors supported the debtor in asking for 
a stay of the proceedings under the adjudication, their 
lordships thought that the registrar had exercised his dis- 
cretion properly in making a simple adjudication and re- 
fusing to stay the proceedings under it. 


Tue Act passed last year (37 & 38 Vict. c. 33) to ex- 
tend the powers of the Leases and Sales of Settled Estates 
Act, by section 2 provides that. where under the principal 
Act the concurrence or consent of any person in or to any 
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application under that Act is required, and shall not have 
been obtained, notice shall be given to such person, in 
such manner as the court shall direct, requiring him to 
notify within a specified time whether he assents to, or 
dissents from, such application, or submits his rights or 
interests to be dealt with by the court. And if no notifi- 
cation is made by him within the time limited, the person 
to whom the notice has been given is to be deemed to have 
submitted his rights and interests to be dealt with by the 
court. In Re Crabtree’s Estates the question was raised 
whether this notice could be given to a person of unsound 
mind not so found by inquisition. Vice-Chancellor Bacon 
doubted whether such a person was within the section, but 
the Lords Justices on Saturday last held that the words 
are sufficiently comprehensive to authorize the notice to be 
given in such a case. They directed a copy to be served 
on the person of unsound mind, and another copy upon the 
person in whose care he was placed. 


Sxcrion 91 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, enacts that 
‘*any settlement of property made by a trader ” (with eer- 
tain exceptions in favour of marriage settlements and settle- 
ments for valuable consideration) “shall, if the settlor be- 
comes bankrupt within two years after the date of such 
settlement, be void as against the trustee of the bankrupt 
appointed under this Act, and shall, if the settlor becomes 
bankrupt at any subsequent time within ten years after the 
date of such settlement, unless the parties claiming under 
such settlement can prove that the settlor was at the time of 
making the settlement able to pay all his debts without the 
aid of the property comprised in such settlement, be void as 
against such trustee.” In the case of Ex parte Dawson, 
heard by the Chief Judge on Monday, the question was 
raised whether this section has a retrospective effect, viz., 
whether it applies to settlements executed before the Act 
came into operation. A voluntary post-nuptial settlement 
had been executed by a trader in 1865. He filed a liquida- 
tion petition in 1874, and the question arose whether an 
order under the latter branch of section 91, the ten years’ 
clause, could be made with regard to such a settlement. The 
Chief Judge, affirming the decision of Mr. “Bedwell, the 
judge of the Hull County Court, held that the section ap- 
plies to settlements executed before the Act came into opera- 
tion. In a previous case of Re Tolley (15 S. J. 116, see 
also p. 111), it was decided by a county court judge that the 
armer part of the section (which does not merely shift the 
onus of proof as the latter part does, but makes the settle- 
ment absolutely void as against the trustee in bankruptcy) 
is not retrospective in its operation. And in Re Risdon 
(34 8. J. 376), it was held in another county court that sec- 
tion 91 is not retrospective in its operation. Unless, how- 
ever, the decision in Re Dawson is appealed from, the con- 
straction of section 91 must now be taken to be settled the 
Other way. 


In a case ov Ex parte Rhoues, heard by the Chief Judge 
On the same day, a bankrupt bad, between the service on him 
of the bankruptcy yetition and the making of the adjudica- 
tion, purchased some goods for ready money. He obtained 

ion of them two days before the adjudication was 
made without paying for them. When the vendor be- 
eame aware of the adjudication he gave notice to reseind 
the contract, and demanded the returnof thegoods. The 
judge of the Halifax County Court held that the bank- 
yupt must be presumed to have bought tke goods without 
any intention of paying for them, and that he ought to have 
made known the pending bankruptcy petition to the vendor, 
and that his conduct amounted to a fraud which entitled the 
vendor to rescind the contract, within the principlelaiddown 
im euch cases as Noble v. Adams (7 Tount. 59yand Load vy. 
Green (15 M. & W. 216). The Chief Judge, however, was 
of vpinion that no fraud could be presumed from the mere 
fact that the purchaser had omitted to tell the vendor that a 
tition in bankruptey bad been presented against him. His 
lordship aecordingly held that the goods passed to the trustee 
in the bankruptcy. 


Ix tHe case Ov Brewer Brick Company v. Inhabitants of 
brewer (34 Am. 1, Ke. 735) a rather curious question arose, 
The defendaste at their annual town mecting resolved, under 
the provisions of an Act of 1864, “that the town will 





exempt from taxation for a term of ten years manufacturi 
and refining establishments hereafter erected in to 

the capital used for operating the same, together with such 
machinery hereafter put into buildings already erected, byt 
not now used as such, and the capital used for operati: 
same. Provided, that the capital invested shall not be log 
than 10,000 dols., and provided further, that this vote shal} 
not be construed to apply to manufacturing or business noy 
carried on in the town, and no distillery of intoxicating 
drinks or malt beer shall be entitled to the benefit of this 
vote.” The plaintiffs claimed exemption from taxes under 
this resolution, but the Supreme Court of Maine held the 


statute to be unconstitutional, and nonsuited the plain. 


tiffs. The Chief Justice, in delivering judgment, said: “Jr 
has been settled by a series of decisions that the Legislaturg 
cannot constitutionally authorize towns to raise money by 


taxation to give or loan to individuals or corporations fop- 


private purposes. A good public-house may be very desir. 
able, but in Weeks v. Milwaukee (10 Wis. 242), the Supreme 
Court of Wisconsin justly treated with little consideration 
the claim of a right to favour under the power of taxation 
the construction of a public hotel, though the aid was to be 


rendered expressly “in view of the great public benefit. 


which the construction of the hotel would be to the city,” 
It was there decided that the public could not be compel 
to aid such an enterprise from any regard to the incidental 
benefits to be derived therefrom. It may be very desirable 
to have a saw-mill in a town, and those who wish it have 
full liberty to erect it—but the inhabitants cannot legally be 
taxed to raise money to give or to loan to those who propose 
for their own benefit to erect one or to take down one already 
erected and to remove it from one town to another: Alleny, 
Jay (60 Me. 124, s. c.12 Am. Law Reg. 481}. It is con 
ceded in the argument that towns and cities cannot constita- 
tionally be authorized to raise by taxation money to be given 
away. The plaintiffs’ share of the expenses of the defendant 
town for all public purposes, is admitted to be 309.75 dols, 
If the town was empowered to raise that sum to give to the 
plaintiffs, it is admitted that the act so empowering them 
would be unconstitutional, for if the town may raise mon 
to give to A., they may do the same for B., and s0 on, ant 
the property of the minority would be subject to the will of 
the majority. But the remission of the tax by a vote of the 
town, is, in substance, the same asa gift. What matters it 
to the plaintiffs or the defendant, whether the town vote to 
give 309.75 dols. to the plaintiffs, or exempt their property 
from its just and proportional tax and assess the amount 
of such exemption upon the remaining estate liable to taxa 
tion?” 








BANKRUPTCY LAW REFORM. 


Tue Law Amendment Committee of the Bradford Chamber 
of Commerce, in reply to an official note addressed to the 
Associated Chambers of Commerce, stating that the com- 
mittee appointed by the Lord Chancellor were desirous of 
obtaining the views of the Chambers of Commerce with re 
ference to changes in the bankruptcy law, have made the 
following suggestions :— 

We concur entirely with the principle of “ leaving the 
winding up of the estates of debtors, as much as possible, 
in the hands of the creditors or their nominees,” and would 
“‘deprecate any attempt to restore the old courts with their 
staff of official assignees,” 

We do not recommend, with you, “ that no debtor should 
himself be allowed to petition for liquidation, without 
concurrence, in writivg, of one or more of his principal 
creditors.” 

We believe that in practice, after an adjourned meeting, 
fresh notice is frequently sent to absent creditors, but we 
concur in recommending that it should be imperative to 
send fresh notices to all creditors, present or absent. 

It would appear, from comparing section 125, rule 252, 
and form in schedule 106, with sub-section 4 of section 6 of 
the Act of 1869, that the filing of a petition for De 
is already made an act of bankruptcy. This is, therefore, 
already provided for. 

We believe proof under liquidation can he made valid 
under bankruptcy at present by order of the court, aod we 
think it better that the court shonld, as at present, have s 
discretion as to adjudicating, on being satisfied than an act 
of bankruptcy has been committed, rather than that it 
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es 
be imperative on presentation of a statutory declara- 
tin by a creditor. 

Having always advocated the introduction of the Scotch 
system as far as possible, we have no hesitation in recom- 
nending that any creditor holding a bill, paid by a bank- 

drawn upon an accentor who is reputedly solvent, 
gust, for the purpose of voting, put a value on the 
yooptor’s obligation, deduct the same from his claim, and 
soe for the balance. But, in regard to a dividend, the 
debt being what may be considered contingent, the credi- 
tor should be entitled to call upon the trustee to rank him 
for the whole amount of the debt, so that a dividend 
thereon may be set aside, until it be ascertained whether 
the acceptor or primary obligant pays the debt, and thus 
removes the contingency. 

Weshould be glad for the bankruptcy law to be made 
miform in the United Kingdom. We prefer, for initiating 

ings, the limit of £50 to that of £20, more espe- 
dally as at present two or more creditors may unite. 

Nor do we think it undesirable, as a check against sur- 
prises or improper nomination of trustee, that when, after 
an attempt at liquidation, it is decided to proceed under 
bankruptcy, there should be an opportunity of choosing a 
fresh trustee or committee of inspection. 

The recommendation that no debtor shall be discharged 
from his debt to a creditor withott the creditor’s consent 
we oppose as impracticable and unjust. 

We concur, however, in desiring to see the penal clauses 
ofthe Debtors Act, 1869, made more stringent as to strict 
keeping of books and stock taking, especially as to a record 
of receipts and payments, and should be glad to see them 
mde to apply more effectually to cases of betting and 


gambling. 
Generally speaking, we believe that the greatest complaints 
aise from the manner in which the liquidation clauses are 

ble of being worked, and we are especially anxious that 
editors should have a more prompt list of the other 
meditors, and that the debtor’s accountant and solicitor 
should not have the opportunities which are now so much 
abused of canvassing for proxies, and that a debtor’s 

resentative should not have the power of holding or of 
wing proxies. 

We also think that the law should be made clearer and 
nore effectual with regard to fraudulent preferences, and 
that it should be imperative on a trustee to report anything 
fraudulent, instead of its being optiona!, as at present. 








PRIVILEGE OF PARLIAMENT. 


Ix a letter to the Zimes, “‘E. P. B.” (presumably Mr. 
Bouverie) has drawn attention to the extension tacitly 
accorded to the doctrine of breach of privilege in the case 
of Mr, Lopes. 

“Tn these days of frequent and much speaking,” he says, 
“it would be intolerable and ridiculous to have the time of 
Parliament constantly wasted with complaints of the unwise 
wt disparaging words which may be uttered by every hasty 
tt intemperate member outside the walls of Parliament, and 
which may be unpalatable, rightly or not, to any other 
member, This is not unlikely to happen if language such 
a that complained of, on occasions like the one in question, 
if to be declared a breach of pine ; and, as such, 
emsurable by the House of Commons. It would be equally 
intolerable and ridiculous that printers of newspapers who 
have inserted the report of such language in their columns, 
should be liable to be punished, either by consure or by fine 
and imprisonment, for publishing it; yet this is the neces- 
Miry consequence, 

“T venture to assert that there is no such privilege ; that 
Mr, Lopes is no more accountable to the House of Commons 
fer such words so spoken than any one else would be ; and 
that is not all. Members are bound to observe the rules of 
the House in the House, both as regards debate and as re- 
4 their conduct as members, and a breach of these rales 

&breach of privilege. To speak of another menrber in 
the House in language which is justly considered offensive, 
insulting, or contemptuous, is a breach of these rules, The 

are necessary for free debate ; he who violates this rule 
Napecting language is liable to have his words taken down 
by the clerk at the table, and to be censured or otherwise 
by the House, So careful, however, is the House 

no injustice should be done to any member thus com- 





plained of, that it requires his words to be tsken down at 
once, not later than the conclusion of the speech he is 
making, It is only in this way, in debate, that a member, 
simply as such, can be guilty of a breach of privilege by 
speaking, and can be held responsible. 

“ But besides this, every one, whether a member of the 
House or not, is bound to speak of its proceedings, or of 
those of its committees, or of those of its members acting in 
discharge of their duty to the House itself, without imput- 
ing corrupt, improper, or malicious motives to it, or them. 
To do so is a breach of privilege, and renders the person who 
does it liable to be called to the bar if a stranger, or to be 
called on in his place if a member to defend himself from 
the charge of infringing the privileges of the House. 

** The precedents mentioned by Mr. Sullivan—that of Mr. 
O’Connell and that of Mr. Ferrand—will be found to fall 
under this rule; the one accused committees of corruption, 
the other accused members, acting in discharge of their 
duty, of malice. They do not justify, nor can any prece- 
dents, except exploded ones of very ancient date, be found 
to jastify the startling proposition that a member speaking 
publicly of another member or body of members is bound 
by the rules of the House of Commons’ debate, and, if he 
transgresses these rules, is guilty of a breach of privilege.’ 








PRACTITIONERS BEFORE THE IMPERIAL 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


THe Judicature Act Amendment Bill contains the follew. 
ing clauses :— 

19. Whereas under section eighty-seven of the principal 
Act, solicitors and attorneys will after the commencement 
of that Act be called solicitors of the Supreme Court: Be 
it therefore enacted that— 

The registrar of attorneys and solicitors in England shall 
be called the registrar of solicitors, and the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, the Master of the Rolls, the Lord Chief 
Justice of the Court of Common Pleas, and the Lord Chief 
Baron, or any two of them, may, from time to time, by re- 
gulation adapt any enactments relating to attorneys and 
any declaration, certificate, or form required under those 
enactments to the solicitors of the Supreme Court under 
section eighty-seven of the principal Act. 

20. A roll of all persons entitled to practise as solicitors 
in the Imperial Court of Appeal, shall be kept by such of 
the officers attached to the Supreme Court as may from time 
to time be directed by general orders made by the Imperial 
Court of Appeal as herein-after provided ; and the persons 
hereafter in this section specified shall, on payment of such 
fees, and on performance of such conditions (if any) as to 
having a place of business for the receipt and service of 
notices and other proceedings within a certain distance of 
the court as may for the time being be directed by such 
general orders, be entitled to have their names entered on 
such roll ; that is to say, 

(1.) All persons being solicitors of the Supreme Court, 
or being enrolled law agents in Scotland within 
the meaning of the Act of the session of the thirty- 
sixth and thirty-seventh years of the reign of he 
present Majesty, chapter sixty-three, or being duly 
admitted attorneys or solicitors = Ireland, and 

2.) As respects any case on a from an 

™ of her Majesty's pee Bhs ge in the Unite. 
Kingdom, any person having in such part a status 
corresponding to the status of a solicitor in Eng- 
land ; and 

(3.) Any person who may be specially allowed by any 
order of the Court of Appeal to act as a solicitor 
of the Supreme Court in any case ; 

Provided as follows : 

That any person who within a period of five years preced~ 
ing the commencement of the principal Act has practised, 
and is at the time of the passing of this Act entitled to 
practise, as an agent in appeals before the House of Lords 
or before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, shall 
be entitled to be entered on the roll made under this 
section, and to practise as a solicitor in the Imperial Court 
of Appeal without payment of any fee, and without any 
conditions annexed to such entry. 

The certificate of the clerk of the Parliaments shall be 
sufficient evidence for the purposes of this Act of a person 
having practised and being entitled to practise as aforesaid 
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as an agent in appeals before the House of Lords ; and the 
certificate of the registrar of the Privy Council shall be suf- 
ficient evidence for the purposes of this Act of a person hav- 
ing practised and being entitled to practise as aforesaid as 
an agent in appeals before the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council. : 

A person shall not be entitled to practise as a solicitor in 
the said Court of Appeal, unless his name is for the time 
being on such roll as is mentioned in this section ; and the 
Court of Appeal may exercise the same jurisdiction in re- 
spect of all persons entered on the said roll as such court 
may exercise in respect of solicitors in pursuance of the 
principal Act. 

21. The following persons shall be admitted to practise 
as barristers in the Imperial Court of Appeal; that is to 
say, 

(1.) Any person for the time being admitted to the bar of 
England or Ireland, or being a member of the 
faculty of advocates in Scotland; and 

(2.) As respects any case on appeal from any part of 
her Majesty’s dominions not in the United King- 
dom, any person entitled to practise as a barrister 
in such part; and 

(3.) Any person who may be specially allowed by an 
order of the Court of Appeal to practise in any 
case. 





LAW AND SPIRITUALISM. 
A RECENT decision in Maine— Robinson v. Adams (reported 
in Redfield’s American Cases on Wills, p. 367)—has 
brought into view the relations of Jaw and spiritualism. 
The question considered in that case was whether a will 
"executed under the influence of spiritnalistic communica- 
tions is void on account of “undue influence.” This also 
involved the farther and deeper question whether one so 
influenced was of sound mind in contemplation of law. 
The grounds chiefly relied upon to show unsoundness of 
mind or undue influence, were the belief of the testatrix 
in communications with the spirit of her deceased hus- 
band, and her suspicions and belief thereby aroused, that 


her son-in-law, the contestant, was exposed to the con- 


trol of evil spirits. The judge did not rule that a belief in 
spiritual communication was, itself, an insane delu- 
sion, but he ruled that it was for the jury to con- 
sider how far such a bdlief showed delusion, and whether 
that belief was itself an insane delusion. This ruling 
was sustained by the Supreme Judicial Court on appeal. 
The court was of the opinion that the question could 


not be dealt with theologically, morally, or scientifi- ; 


cally, but that it must be considered legally, as bear- 
ing on the single point of insanity or insane delusion. 
‘What our individual and collective opinions as to facts, 
truth, possibilities, or evidence, or claims of this so-called 
spiritualism may be, has nothing to do with the questions 
before us. It is only as to the proved effect of this belief 
on another person’s mind that is before us.” The court 
also say that “there is no doubt that the law allows any 
person to seek advice, suggestions, and opinions from 
others where no fraud or deception is practised. The law, 
does not limit the range. If a pious man, of sound mind, 
should seek advice by prayer, and should believe that he 
had a direct answer, and should regard it not as dictation, 
but advice entitled to consideration, would any one say 
that his will would be set aside as made under undue in- 
fluence? ., In this case, the widow, it is assumed, 
thought she had received letters, not from an absent hus- 
band, but from one who had gone beyond this world to 
another, and in them some suggestions as to the disposi- 
tion of her property. She did not yield implicitly and 
blindly to these suggestions, bat regarded them as she 
would have regarded such letters if they had been written 
during life, as friendly suggestions, which had some effect 
on her mind, but not to the point of destroying her own 
free will and deliberate judgment.” 

Judge Redfield, in an elaborate note to this case, takes a 
different view of the matter under discussion and lays 
down the following rule :—*“ All opinions which are in- 
credible in themselves, because contrary to the general 
course of human experience, and which, nevertheless, are 
entertained and acted upon by any one in matters of im- 
portance, and in a manner which the law will not counte- 





sn" 
nance, where there is no evidence of their correc 
and no argument will dispossess such persons of them, 
must be regarded as insane delusions.” Judge 
would thus force upor the courts the decision of the 
or falsity of spiritualism, and render tribunals of j 
to that extent, tribunals of science. In other w 
Judge Redfield would have the courts rule as a matter of 
law that spiritualistic communications are not facts, by 
delusions, and that a person acting under the influence of 
ncn-existent things, is unduly influenced, and is of ungoung 
mind. As the discussion now stands, we deem it m 
necessary to say that the Supreme Court of Maine hag 
taken a moderate and judicial view of the case and that 
Robinson v. Adams is likely to form a precedent.— Albany 
Law Journal. 








General Correspondence. 


Courts or QuaRTER SEssIons IN IRELAND. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The article contained in your impression of the 
12th of February on the above subject has led me to be. 
lieve that a letter from an Irish barrister who has had 
some practical experience of the working of these tribunals 
may be of some use at this juncture. The tendency is 
to inerease their duties, to make them Courts of Equity, 
Courts of Admiralty, Courts of Bankruptcy ; as it appears 
to me to make them, in everything but the name, superior 
courts. 

To this tendency there are in my judgment many objec. 
tions, to which I shall by-and-by advert. But first I will 
consider the grounds on which this change is advocated, 
The grounds are twofold. First, cheapness: secondly, 
assimilation to the county courts in England. Nothing 
can surpass the Civil Bill Court in cheapness. The 
genuine metal was never sold at such a price. Good 
electroplating could not be had for it. Here is the scale 
of fees in avtions of contract and tort. 


IRISH SCALE. 
Decree under £10 :— 
Signing civil bill ................. ycaease 
Attending taking instructions, at- 
tending hearing 
Decree over £10 and under £20 :— 
Attending taking instructions, at- 
tending HOOTiE ..........006..0ca8e08 ms 
Counsel’s fee ..... EAcirecsnsset ver cunetes 
Decree over £20 :— 
Taking instructions, attending hear- 
ing 0 
Instructions for counsel 0 
Fee to counsel.............. ieetosety danesen 0 


No person who knows anything of trial by judge or 
jury requires to be told what the result of this scale of 
remuneration is. Everything is sacrificed to cheapness. 
No preparation—every one takes chance for law and fact, 
No one conversant with judicial investigation could sit 
and listen to causes heard in these courts for a day with- 
out perceiving, what I have often heard observed, that “it 
was a perfect lottery how any case would be decided.” 
It may be said the suitors are satisfied, and justice is done 
substantially. I deny this; the public are not satisfied. 
They submit because the scale of costs in the superior 
courts terrifies them. Out of the thirty-two chairmen in 
Ireland there are some men of exceptionally superior 
merit, who, by special personal qualifications, make 
a system radically defective, and courts desig . 
by a Lord Chancellor in Ireland as “rustic tribunals, 
popular with suitors. But I state, and the opinion 
of the profession in both its branches will bear 
me out, that with these few exceptions the chairmen 
of Ireland do not possess the confidence of the public or 
the judicial qualities to deserve it. And as the chairmen 
do not go circuit, but each goes time after time to the 
same county, and can exercise an almost irresistibleinfluence 
in preventing appeals from his decisions, it will be at once 
perceived that the system should, as you recommend, be 
“ remodelled.” 
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.J have stated what the costs in the Civil Bill Court are 
The costs of the most unimportant record in the superior 
goart are about £40 a side. So that in an action in the 
gperior court for trespass with verdict for £20, the de- 
fendant has to pay £100. If the plaintiff fails he has to pay 

, In anaction in the Civil Bill Court with decree for the 
intiff for £20, the costs are 6s. for the attorney, 10s. 6d. 
counsel, and some small sum for witnesses’ expenses. 

The contrast is striking. It is the cause of the popularity 
of these courts. Itis no proof of their efficiency. But is 
this contrast necessary? Is it impossible to have an ac- 
tion for goods sold and delivered tried before a judge of the 
gnperior cearts for less than £40 aside? I think not; I 
know it is not. Now, there is a large zone of litigation 
which cannot bear an expense of £40 a-side, but which 
would easily bear an expense of £10 or £12 a side—which is 
about the cost of a trial in the county court in England, 
where the sum in dispute is over £20—for the advantage 
of having the controversy decided by the circuit judge of 
the superior court. What I would, then, propose would 
be to dispense with parchments and juries, and allow the 
suitor to issue a plaint on stamped paper like the present civil 
pill, to be heard by the circuit judge, for amounts between 
£20 and £80, limiting the costs to £10 or £12. I have 
spoken to many gentlemen on the Munster Circuit, who 
concur in the views I here submit, and who agree with 
me that the probable number of these plaints would 
be between 100 and 160, which, assuming that 
they would be disposed of at the average rate of Civil Bill 
appeals, would take five days beyond the time at present 
ecoupied on the circuit. Nobody has proposed a change 
of this kindin England for an obvious reason. The judges 
there are already overburdened. In Ireland, on the con- 
trary, the judges will have ample time. They are un- 
surpassed as judges of fact. And the people have aconfi- 
dence in justice as administered by a circuit judge whocomes 
from time to time to a county without private friendships, 
probably without previous knowledge of the litigants, which 
they have not and never will have in a chairman who in 
some cases is a resident gentleman in the county, and in 
nearly all, no matter how upright, not above the suspicions 
of the humbler suitors, by reason of his going time after time 
to the same county and sitting side by side, as his friends and 
equals, with the justices of the peace, who next day may be 
suitorsbefore him. All I ask is togive the suitor the option of 
having his case-heard by a circuit judge at the peril of moder- 
ate costs, and I have no doubt as te the choice he will exer- 
cise. Moreover this change would be a great advantage to 
the smaller suitor in the Civil Bill Courts. He is now 
crowded out by the large cases. He is beneath the dignity 
of the court, asked why he does not go before the magistrate, 
and kept waiting for days sometimes, while the little causes 
eélébrés ave dragging their weary lengths along before a 

ntleman who keeps floundering about for law and fact. 
Tscalloct a case where a poor suitor who claimed some £4 


and failed had to pay £7 10s. 0d. for witnesses’ expenses. 
The scheme that ] here advocate would, in my judgment, 
enable a reduction to be made in the number of chairmen, 
more especially if the legal business of the year was so 
arranged as to have three circuits every year; one every 
four months. 
As regards criminal business the system works very badly. 


The jurors are worse than assize jurors. The consequence 
is that the chairman has too often to assume the appearance 
of a prosecutor endeavouring to shame the jurors into doing 
their duty. In a large proportion of offences of a certain 
Class it is almost impossible to obtain convictions on the 
lainest evidence. I wouldtherefore urge that the Quarter 
ions Courts should be relieved of A share of their 
criminal business, and I am perfectly certain that ‘ this 
business and the actions by plaint above suggested could be 
easily done by twelve common law judges going circuit 
e times a year. AN Trish Barrister. 


Lorp Sr. Lronarps, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I have failed to observe in any of the reminiscences 
f the late Lord St. Leonards which have come under my 
notice, any allusion to the pains which he took, upon being 
&ppointed Solicitor-General, to investigate the cases of the 

_ in the Fleet for contempt of court, and to afford 
em relief. 











If I remember right he devoted a portion of his most 
valuable time to visiting the prisoners and making a 
personal inquiry into their cases. 

What was the result of his efforts Ido not recollect, but 
it might be interesting to your readers and to the public in 
general, and gratifying to his family, if this incident in the 
life of so remarkable a man were investigated and the par- 
ticulars published. J. E. W. 

Lincoln’s-inn, Feb. 16. 





CEertTIFicaTE Dory. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—A most fit period has arrived that something 
should at once be done in petitioning Parliament to get 
the above unjust tax totally abolished. In the attempt 
made a few years ago a majority in the House would have 
been obtained had the profession shown more activity in 
the matter. 

If this tax cannot be totally abolished, I would recommend 
that a Bill be introduced in Parliament for the repeal of the 
Stamp Act as regards the distinction in reference to the 
annual payment by country and London practitioners. 

As the Judicature Act will materially affect the profes- 
sion, especially those practising in the metropolis, and the 
scale of remuneration will be diminished, and less agency 
matters will be pending, I think now that one uniform tax 
(if any) throughout England and Wales should be required, 
and the distinction under the Stamp Act accordingly 
should be altered, prior to the new rules becoming law. 

I shall be glad to see that these suggestions are taken 
up, and placed before the profession generally more prom- 
inently forthwith, the matter having remained quite 
long enough dormant already. 


Feb. 15. VIGILANS. 








Sucieties. 


BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


On Friday, the 12th ult., the annual meeting of members 
of this association was held at the Middle Temple Hall, 
the Lord Chief Justice of England in the chair. Among 
those present were Lord Coleridge, the Master of the 
Rolls, the Right Hon. Sir H. Keating, Vice-Chancellor 
Hall, Sir Henry James, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Leith, Q.C., M.P., 
Mr. Herschell, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Bristowe, .Q.C., Mr. 
Manisty, Q.C., Mr. Garth, Q.C., Mr. Kay, Q.C., Mr. 
Lindlay, Q.C., Mr. Clark, Q.C., Mr. E. Macrory (the 
hon. sec.), and many other members of the bar. After the 
hon. secretary had read the minutes of the former meeting, 
the report was read, which stated that during the last year 
86 new members had joined the association, which added 
to the funds by donations £557 4s., and by annual subscrip- 
tions, £111 1s.; making the total amount of donations 
£2,592 19s., and annual subscriptions £590 1s. The receipts 
of the past year were £3,310 8s. ; and during the year the 
committee had invested £3,008 2s, 6d. They had afforded 
substantial relief in fifteen cases, the sum expended being 
£630 10s. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice (who, on rising, was greeted 
with much enthusiasm) said: I need not detain you at 
any length upon the merits of the association, which 
was called into existence only two years since. The 
numerous gathering of members of the prdfession slivws 
sufficiently what a value the bar sets upon the institution, 
and the extent to which they appreciate its merits. In a 
profession like ours, both numerous and comprehending 
such infinite variety of ability and power, there must 
occasionally be instances of disappointment and failure. It 
is not every one who has exavtly that forensic aptitude 
which ensures success ; and many & man who might have 
shone in some other profession fails in ours. Many a man who 
might have risen to eminence and opulence in our profession, 
for lack of opportunity fails to achieve the success which he 
originally anticipated. So we find men who, only having 
their own intellectual resources to look to, falling into con- 
ditions of poverty and destitution and want, very often with 
an humble pride hesitating to seek relief from the charity 
and benevolence of others, It is in such cases that an 
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institution like this is calculated to do such infinite good. 
We have known instances in which men, snatched away from 
their profession by premature death have left behind them 
widows and families unprovided for. Appeals have on such 
occasions been met in a spirit of generosity and kindness, 
Nevertheless, there is frequently a difficulty, for it takes time 
toraise contributions, and the immediate fund necessary to the 
pressure of the moment is not at hand. His lordship then 
referred to the financial success of the association, and 
mentioned several cases where the funds had produced the 
happiest results in relieving, not only the wants of members 
of the bar, but of members’ widows. He moved that the 
report and statement of accounts be received, approved, 
printed, and circulated. 

‘The resolution was seconded by Mr. R. Gartu, Q.C., and was 
carried. 

Mr. Manisty, Q.C., moved certain alterations in rules 
12, 17, and 18. 

Sir Henry Keatine seconded the motion, expressing 
satisfaction at the establishment of the association, and at its 
flourishing condition. The only thing that surprised him 
was that the bar should have remained so long without an 
association of this character. 

The motion was carried. 

Lord CoLermDG£, in moving the appointment of the com- 
mittee, said it was a matter of very great gratification to 
him to attend for the third occasion at the meeting of the 
association, and to find it in such a satisfactory condition. 
It was an excellent institution, because it was a link to 
bring together all the different members of the profession. 
It was, moreover, a great pleasure to contribute, out of 
that which they had been fortunate enough to make, to 
those who were less fortunate. One gentleman, a student 
rejoicing in the thoroughly good English and characteristic 
good name of Daniel Sturdy, had, through him, sent 100 
guineas. With the Lord Chief Justice at the head, and a 
student at the tail of the institution, actuated by benevolent 
motives, that was sufficient to prove the benefits and the 
practically good effects brought about. It was an institution 
they must all feel happy had been set on foot. 

Mr. Harpince Grirrarp, Q.C., in seconding the motion, 
said if anything would give him pleasure in taking part in 
the movement it was to find that it was 
the head of the bar, who was profoundly and universally 
respected by them all. 

The motion was carried. 

Master or THE Roxis moved a vote of thanks to Messrs. 
Kemplay and Bruce, the auditors. He said it was not fair 
on all occasions to wish that the labours of those who per- 
form their duties gratuitously should be increased, but he 
hoped in accepting the office for the ensuing year they would 
not take it ill of him if he coupled with the thanks for their 
past services the wish that their labours might be consider- 
ably increased on the next audit by reason of the further ad- 
ditions that might thereafter be made to the funds of the 
association. 

aah Kay, Q.C., seconded the resolution, and it was 


Vice-Chancellor Hatt proposed a vote of thanks to the 
managing commit*e. 

Mr. Leirn, Q.C., M.P., seconded the resolution, and it was 
carried unanimously. 

Mr. Herscuerzt, Q.C., M.P., moved a vote of thanks to 
the masters and benchers of the Middle Temple for allowing 
the use of the hall for this neeting, which was duly seconded 
and carried. 

Sir Henry Jamzs, Q.C., M.P., proposed a vote of thanks 
to the Lord Chief Justice in eulogistic terms. 

Mr. Cuanies Ciarke seconded the resolution. 

Lord CotzRrwce put the motion to the meeting, and it was 
carried unanimously and with much enthusiasm. 

The Lorp Caiz¥ Justicx said: I can only ascribe that 
which Sir Henry James has been pleased to say of me to the 
generous spirit which animates his breast. If I felt that I 
deserved one tithe of the praise and approbation which he 
has been pleased to bestow upon me, I should feel that a — 
life of public labour had not been epent in vain, But if 
may venture to say that although his kindness and genero- 
sity may have induced him to use too flatteri expressions, 
yet if the result of my life, whether during r time I was 
one of you, or since | have been upon the bench, has been 
such as to command, or at all events obtain, the approbation 
and confidence of the professton, I am indeed gratified. 
Those before whom I have administered justice now for so 
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many years are best qualified to know whether I have, what. 
ever may be my shortcomings, maintained the upright cha. 
racter and judicial integrity which have always distingni 
for now some centuries the judicial bench of England, [gj 
have done so, and I can venture to hope that I haves 
the confidence and the attachment of the profession, the 
fondest object of my life and ambition has been achieved, | 
thank you all most cordially for the honour which has bee, 
done me in your expression of approbation which is conye: 
in the resolution which you have so cordially and heartily 
adopted. 

e meeting then terminated. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCI2TY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday last, 
the subject for the evening’s debato being, ‘‘ That it ig 
desirable and practicable to establish a tribunal to which 
all international differences should be referred.” The 
motion was rejected by a majority of one, 








Apputntuents, Ete. 


Mr. Epuunp Butter Epwarps, solicitor, of Pontypool, 
has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Monmonth- 
shire (Mr. John Allan Rolls) to be Under-Sheriff of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Edwards is clerk to 
the county magistrates at Pontypool and Caerbon, and 
clerk and superintendent registrar of the Pontypool 
Union, and also chairman to the Pontypool hocal Board. 

Mr. Richarp WinuiAm Forp, solicitor, of Portsmouth, 
has been elected an Alderman of that borough, in the 
place of the late Mr. George Cornelius Stigant. Mr, Ford 
was mayor of the borongh in 1864—65. 

Mr. Peter Epwarp HansEtt, solicitor, of Norwich and 
Cromer, has heen appointed by the High Sheriff of Nor. 


| folk (Sir Thomas Fowell Buxton, Bart.) to be Under- 


Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 

Mr. Witttam Price Huaues, solicitor, of Worcester, 
hag been appointed Acting Under-Sheriff of Worcestere 
shire for the ensuing year. Mr. Hughes is deputy coroner 
for the Middle Division of the county. 

Mr. Samnven Tituey, of the firm of Messrs. Tilley, 
Liggins, & Soames, solicitors, of 10, Finsbury-place South, 
has been appointed Clerk and Solicitor to the Willesden 
Local Board of Health. 

Mr. Cuar.es Epwarp Morris, solicitor, of Carmarthen, 
has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Carmarthen- 
shire (Mr. Howard Spear Morgan) to be Under-Sheriff of 
that county for the ensuing year. 

Mr. JosepH Hector Garrick, barrister, has been ap. 
pointed to act under the Provisional Government of Fiji 
as Europear Judge of the Central Court and Chief Police 
Magistrate. 

Mr, WituraM TinpaL Perkins, solicitor, of 9, Gray's 
inn-square, and Willesden, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for taking Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women for the county of Middlesex and the cities 
of London and Westminster 

Mr. GERALD SurMAN, solicitor (Surman, Henley, & Co), 
of 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been appointed a London 
Commissioner for taking Affidavits in Chancery. 

Mr. Georcze Rineway KitimisteR, junior, solicitor 
(Killmister & Procter), of Macclesfield, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in Chancery. 

Mr. Jonn Hates, solicitor, of 15, Clifford’s-inn, has been 
appointed a London Commissioner for taking Affidavits in 
all the Courts of Common Law. 

Mr. Cuares Rosgrr Rivineton, solicitor (Rivington & 
Son), of 1, Fenchurch-buildings, has been appointed & 
London Commissioner for taking Affidavits in Chancery. 

Mr. Apert Besant, solicitor (Besant & Porter), of 
Portsea and Southsea, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for taking Affidavits in Chancery. 

Mr. Jonn Ovpin Howarp Tayzon, solicitor (Taylor & 
Son), of Norwich, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
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missioner for taking Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women for the county of Norfolk and city of 
Norwich. 

Mr. Joun Extpon Gorst, barrister, who has been elected 
MP. for Chatham in the Conservative interest, is the son 
of Mr. Edward Chaddock Lowndes (who assumed the 

e of Lowndes in lieu of that of Gorst) by the 
daughter of Mr. John Nesham, of Houghton-le-Spring, 
Durham. He was born at Preston in 1835, and was a 
Fellow of St. John’s College, Cambridge, where he 

uated as third wrangler in 1857. Mr. Gorst was for 
several years Civil Commissioner at Waikato in New 
Yealand. He returned to Hoagland in 1865, and in Easter 
Term of that year he was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple and joined the Northern Cirenit. He was elected 
MP. for the borough of Cambridge in 1866, but lost his 
seat at the general election in 1868. Mr. Gorst has for 
several years acted as general registration and election 

t to the Conservative party. He is the author of 
“The Maori King.” 

The office of clerk to the county magistrates at 
Keynsham has become vacant by the death, at the age of 
63, of Mr. Joha Russ Grant, of Bristol and Keynsham. 

A vacancy has occurred in the office of clerk to the 
county magistrates at Steyning, by the death, at the age 
of 80, of Mr. Alexander John Hay, of Shoreham and 
Steyning. 








Heqal Ltens. 


The solicitors of Nottingham and Nottinghamshire are 
about to form a law society. 

Lady Talfourd, widow of the late Mr. Justice Talfourd, died 
at Margate on the 12th ult., in her 83rd year. 

The Town Council of Maidenhead have raised the salary 
of Mr. Edward Davey, as town clerk, from £180 to £220 
per annum. 


On Wednesday at the sittings at Nisi Prius (before Mr, 
Justice Blackburn and a special jury) there were, says the 
Times reporter, five causes set down for hearing in the list 
of the day, four of which were withdrawn or settled imme- 
diately upon being called on, On the fifth and last being 
called on, neither the attorneys nor the witnesses were ready 
to proceed. Mr. Justice Blackburn called attention to the 

great inconvenience that was caused by attorneys not 
intimating whether it was their intention to try or settle 
causes which were set down for hearing, as a certain number 
only were put in the list for each day, and when they were 
settled the court had nothing to go on with. Twenty 
minutes’ time was given the parties in the case to be ready, 
and it was ultimately tried, being the ninth special jury 
cause which has been called on at these sittings, and the 
first that has been tried. 


Mr. Gathorne Hardy, Secretary for War, presided on 
Thursday, ia Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the occasion of the dis- 
tribution of prizes gained in 1874 by members of the Inns 
of Court Volunteer Corps. Three companies were drawn 
» on three sides of a hollow square at the end of the hall, 

¢ dais being occupied by the prizes and the seats for the 
benchers of the inn and distinguished visitors, Among 
those present were Lord Justice James and Vice-Chancellors 
Malins and Bacon. On entering the hall Mr. Hardy was 
received with a general salute, and, on the motion of Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, was invited to occupy the chair. Mr. 
Hardy said that belonging to them as he did in a measure 
in two capacities, he recognized with great pleasure the 
éxertions which had always been made by the Inns of Court 
Rifles in carrying out the worderful Volunteer movement. 
They showed their zea], not only in their own persons, but 

their communications with every part of the country 
spread the military instinct which they had done so 
Much to create and promote. In regard to skill in shoot- 
» they had not only shown it among themselves but in 
greater competitions at Wimbledou; and in the more 
rous game of war some of them had engaged with 

ur. With respect to the whole Volunteer movement 
throughout the country, he believed he might say that it 


was in a state of more than usual efficiency, and the move- 
ment had not lost its elasticity. The one great difficulty 
in country districts was in finding officers, but in the 
Volunteers of the Universities, of the public schoois, of the 
Inns of Court, there were the means of exciting emulation 
among those in the country, and of rousing them to exert 
themselves as officers when they saw their friends here act- 
ing as privates. He trusted they would continue to prosper 
as one of the chief corps of the country, and would by their 
conduct spread farther and farther the interest in the Volun- 
teer movement. The prizes were then distributed. Lieut. 
Colonel Bulwer, in the name of the corps, thanked Mr. 
Hardy for the honour the right hon. gentleman had done 
the Inns of Court by his presence. As a member of the 
bar, they claimed the right hon. gentleman as belonging to 
them still, and they rejoiced to see that two successive 
Prime Ministers had come to the Inns of Court to find in 
Lord Cardwell and Mr. Hardy the men best qualified to 
fulfil the high function of Secretary for War. Mr. Hardy 
in returning thanks, said he might perhaps be permitted ito 
add to what Colonel Bulwer had told them that at the head 
of the navy another barrister, a bencher of the Inner 
Temple, was placed. 








Caurts. 


CHANCERY. 
(Before Matins, V.C., at chambers.) 
Jan. 29.—Re Phillips and Penfold. 

Application to a judge in chambers under section 9 of the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874—Construction of condition 
of sale enabling vendor to rescind on objection made to title. 
This was an application made to Malins, V.C., ir 

chambers under the 9th section of the Vendor and Pur- 

chaser Act, 1874. 

By a contract of sale, dated 16th of November, 1874, 
entered into after private treaty with Mr. Charles Phillips 
the vendor, and written upon a printed form indorsed on 
conditions of sale, subject to which the property had pre- 
viously been put up for sale by auction and bought in, Mr. 
William Frederick Penfold, the purchaser, ‘‘ acknowledged 
+ to have purchased the property described as lot 3 in the 
particulars for the sum of £575,” and, after mentioning that 
he had paid to the auctioneer£25 as a deposit, bound himself 
**to complete his purchase according to the within con- 
ditions of sale so far as related to a sale by private treaty.” 
The fourth condition of sale concluded as follows :—“ And 
if any person shall raise any objection to the title, or make 
any requisition which the vendor shall be unable or un- 
willing (whether on account of expense, trouble, or other- 
wise) to remove or comply with, the vendor shall be at 
liberty to vacate the sale upon returning only the deposit 
paid, without anything further for interest, costs, compen- 
sation, or otherwise.” 

Lot 8 was in the particulars described as ‘‘ Twelve 
desirable leasehold cottages in High-street-row, near the 
Queen’s Arms, Lower Tooting,” let at rents equal to 
£139 2s. per annum, and “ held in one lease for sixty years 
from the 25th of December, 1844, at a rental of £12.” 

The abstract of title commenced with this lease, which 
was dated the 14th of August, 1845, and was made by Eliza- 
beth Gregory to Edmon Arbon, and then showed an 
assignment of the property comprised in it from Edmon 
Arbon to James Arbon, who made a will, dated the 
llth of September, 1849, by which, after giving his 
furniture to his wife, Mary Arbon, absolutely, he 
gave all the residue of his estate to his wife and 
William Hammond upon trust, after payment of his 
debts and funeral and testamentary expenses, to invest the 
residue and to pay the dividends and produce thereof 
‘*unto his dear wife during the term of her natural life, 
and to his son, James Arbon [the younger], £100 per 
annum out of the said dividends, and from and after her 
decease he devised the same and every part thereof unto 
and among all and every his children, both sons and 
daughters, who should be living at the time of the decease 
of his said wife in equal shares and proportions, and the 





issue of such of them as should be deceased (such issue 
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taking only the share to whieh their deceased parent if 
surviving would have been entitled) to and for their own 
benefit absolutely.” And he appointed his wife, Mary 
Arbon and William Hammond executrix and executor, the 
former of whom proved the will on the 6th of April, 1864. 
The abstract of title then showed an indenture of mort- 
gage, dated the 25th of July, 1867, by which, after reciting 
the above-mentioned lease, assignment, and will, Mary 
Arbon and James Arbon, the younger, in consideration of 
£500 paid to James Arbon, demised the property to 
Charles Vhillips for the residue of the term granted by 
the lease less ten days, subject to a proviso for redemption, 
-and with a power of sale on default. 

The contract was entered into by Charles Phillips 
a8 mortgagee of the property under the title thus shown. 

It was stated that James Arbon, the younger, was the 
only child of the testator ; but it was admitted that Mrs. 
Mary Arbon was still living, and that James Arbon had 
six infant children who, if their father should die in the 
lifetime of Mrs. Arbon, would, on her death, be entitled to 
the property. 

Under these circumstances the purchaser declined the 
title, whereupon the vendor claimed a right to rescind the 
contract under the fourth condition of sale upon returning 
the deposit without interest or costs. 

The purchaser, thereupon, took out a summons at the 
chambers of Vice-Chancellor Malins, intituled in the matter 
of the contract and of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, describing the application as ‘‘an application on the 
part of the purchaser that it might be declared that the 
above-mentioned contract of sale had been broken by the 
vendor. Andthatthe fourth condition of suchcontractof sale 
did not, under the circumstances, enable the vendor to 
vacate the sale. And that the purchaser was entitled to have 
the sum of £25, paid by him to the auctioneer as a deposit, 
repaid to him. And that the vendor might be ordered to 
pay to the purchaser interest on such deposit, and the costs 
of investigating the title, and all other costs and expenses 
incurred by him in consequence of the said contract and of 
the breach thereof by the vendor, and also the costs of and 
incidental to this application and all proceedings thereupon.” 
This summons wasfiled as an original summons at the Record 
and Writ Clerk’s Office, and a sealed copy was served on 
the vendor’s solicitors. The contract, abstract, requisitions, 
and solicitors’ letters were admitted by consent, and the 
vendor filed an affidavit in which he stated that “ at the time 
of such contract being entered into he was not aware of any 
defect of title which could prevent the sale from being com- 
pleted.” 

The summons in the first instance came before the Chief 
Clerk, Mr. Buckley, who expressed himself in favour of the 
purchaser, but at the vendor’s request remitted the matter 
for the determination of the judge, and the application 
was now heard by Malins, V.C., at chambers. 

_ J. Bourne Benson (solicitor), for the purchaser, drew atten- 
tion to two facts in connection with the defect of title ob- 
jected to. First, it was of an indisputable nature, as plain 
as if a tenant for life were attempting to sell the fee. Se- 
condly, it occurred in the last document of title prior to the 
mortgage to the vendor, and indeed appeared on the face of 
the mortgage, showing that the vendor must be taken to 
have been aware of it. He quoted Dart on Vendors, 
edition of 1871, vol. 1, page 145; where it is said, referring 
to a condition of salesimilar to the fourth condition in this 
contract, ‘‘ Nor can the condition be relied on by a vendor 
who knowingly enters into a contract with a clearly defec- 
tive title to a portion of the estate.” 

Blessrs. Lloyd & Lane (solicitors), for the vendor, after 
taking a preliminary objection that the 9th section of the 
Vendor and Parchaser Act, 1874, was inapplicable to con- 
tracts made before the lst of January, 1875, which was 
overruled, relied on the fourth condition of sale, and the 
affidavit of the vendor above referred to. 

Mattys, V.C.—Conditions of sale must receive a reason- 
able construction. Here is a defect of title of which the 
vendor was aware or must be taken to have been aware. 
A man is not at liberty to sell property without a title 
upon the chance of the purchaser taking it, and then, if 
the purchaser refuses it, to rely upon this condition, The 
vendor must pay the costs to which the purohaser has 

put, 

The minutes of the order to be drawn up by the Re- 
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gistrar, indorsed by the Chief Clerk on the summons, werg 
as follows :—‘‘ His Honour being of opinion that the gon. 
tract for sale, dated the 16th of November, 1874, has been 
broken by the vendor, and that the fourth condition of snoh 
contract does not enable the vendor to vacate the gals 
orders that the deposit be repaid to the purchaser, with 
interest at five per cent., and that the vendor pay the costs, 
as asked by the summons, to be taxed in case the partieg 
differ.” 





CHAMBERS OF THE MASTER OF THE 
ROLLS. 
Winpine Ur. —Soticitors’ Costs. 


In future no payment will be made on account of costs 
until they are actually taxed and certified. 


OrFiciaL LiquipaTorks’ REMUNERATION. 

No application for remuneration will be entertained 
during the present sitting, unless it is made, and the eyi- 
dence in support left with the chief clerk, on or before 
Saturday, the 27th of February next. 





RAILWAY COMMISSION.* 
Feb. 8.—Bailey v. The London, Chatham, and Dover Rail. 
way Company. 
Distinguishing rate—36 & 37 Vict. c. 48, s, 14—Costs, 


This was an application to the Commissioners under 
section 14 of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873 (36& 
87 Vict. c. 48) which provides for the keeping at all rail- 
way stations of a book of rates, to be open to the inspec. 
tion of any person without the payment of a fee, and 
enacts that “Tbe Commissioners may from time ‘to time, 
on the application of any person interested, make orderg 
with respect to any particular description of traflic, re. 
quiring a railway company or canal company to dis- 
tinguish in such book how mach of each rate is for the 
conveyance of the traffic on the railway or canal, includ. 
ing therein tolls for the use of the railway or canal, for 
the use of carriages or vessels, or for locomotive power, 
and how much is for other expenses, specifying the nature 
and detail of such expenses.” 

The application, so far as,is material, stated that the 
applicant, Richard Bailey, was a dealer in sand, residing 
at Penge, in the county of Kent, and that he employed 
the defendant company to carry sand for him from their 
station at Sevenoaks to their station at Penge, for which 
service he was charged at the rate of 12s. 
truck load of six tons; that he had applied to the defend- 
ant company for the information hereinafter mentioned, 
which was refused; and that he applied to the Commis. 
sioners for an order enjoining the said company to distin- 
guish in their book kept at their station at Sevenoaks how 
much of the rate charged to the said Richard Bailey was 
for the conveyance of sand, including therein tolls for the 
use of the railway, for the use of tracks, or for locomotive 
power, and how much for other expenses, and to specify 
the nature and detail of such other expenses, and that the 
said company should pay the costs of and incident to the 
application and consequent thereon. 

The defendant company, by their answer, expressed 
their willingness to furnish the information asked for, if 
the Commissioners thought fit to order the same, but in 
that case prayed for time, inasmuch as the rate charged 
was & lump sum rate fixed by the company to compete 
with sand coming on other lines, and in arriving at such 
rate the company had not had to consider what should be 
the charge in respect of the various matters referred to in 
the application, 

The applicant did not appear. 

W. G. Harrison appeared for the defendant company. 

The Couxr asked whether the defendants coasented t 
the order asked for by the applicant, as in that case they 
could proceed without the applicant's presence. 

Harrison said that they admitted the material facts 
alleged by the applicant, and were ready to submit to the 
decision of the Commissioners if they, in their discretion, 
considered that under the circumstances of the case the 





* Reported by Raven Nevitie, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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‘cant was entitled to relief. The rate of 2s. per ton 
by the defendant company was a competitive 
rate; they were entitled to charge under their Act as much 
as 98. 2d., but they were obliged to carry sand from 
gevenoaks at this low rate, otherwise the South-Eastern 
Railway Company would get the traffic. They had never 
gonsidered what part of the rate was due to conveyance, 
and what to terminals, but there were many items which 
would have to be taken into consideration, such as servants 
rent of station, &o.; they did not load or unload 

for the applicant. 
Mr. Prick.—Then you can only charge for the use of 
sidings ; the services which may be included in ter- 
minal charges are enumerated in all the Acts. 

Mr. Macnamara referred to Pegler v. Monmouthshire 
Railway and Canal Company, 6 H. & N. 644, Nev. & Mac, 24. 

Sir F. Peex.—What is your usual terminal charge to 

ers. 
Marian. —We have none; we have very little goods 
traffic, and we have never considered the matter. We 
submit to act under the direction of the Commissioners. 
The applicant asks for costs; but we are not bound to 
distinguish rates under this section unless ordered by the 
court. 

Mr. MacnaMara.—We shall expect railway companies to 
give such information when reasonably required, without 
driving people to come to this court for it. 

The Court decided that the charge for conveyance and 
terminal services must be separated, but that no costs 
would be given in this case. 

The order was drawn up as follows :—‘‘ We do hereby 
order that the said company do within one week from the 
date hereof distinguish in the said books of rates and distances 
how much of the said rate is fur the conveyance of the sand, 
and how much is for terminal expenses, specifying the nature 
and detail of such expenses; and we further order that the 
said company do, within the said period of one week, leave 
with the registrar to the Commissioners a copy of so much 
of the said book of rates and distances as is affected by this 
order, showing the manner in which the said company have 
complied with this order; and we order the said R. Bailey to 
bear his own costs of this application, and the said company 
to bear their own costs of this application.” 








Parliantent and Leqislattoan. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Feb. 12.—Patent Laws. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR, in introducing a measure on this 
subject, explained that it proposes to enlarge the composi- 
tion of the Commission of Patents by the addition of unpaid 
commissioners to superintend the general arrangements of 
the Patent Office and the Patent Museum, and to define the 
teguiations under which patents are to be applied for and 

ted. It is also proposed that five other members— 

on the nomination of the board of Trade and two 

on the nomination of the Lord Chancellor—shall be 
added to the Commission, and that there shall be ap- 
pointed officers to be called examiners, The Bill provides 
that they shall not be fewer than two nor more than four in 
number. ‘These examiners, who are to be gentlemen with 
competent legal and scientific knowledge, are to give their 
whole time to the business of their office, and their duty 
is to be to acquaint themselves in the first instance with the 
contents of the Patent Office and all the documents in use 
in that office. Every application for a patent is to be ac- 
companied by a specification which must describe, not pro- 
visionally and in general terms, but as fully as the inventor 
can describe it, the nature of the invention. ‘This specification 
is to be referred to one of the examiners in conjunction with 
One or more referees, a panel of whom is to be prepared by 
the Board of Trade, consisting of men generally skilled in 
arts and manufactures, who, without giving up the whole 
of their time to such duties, may be ready to express an 
hion on these points :— Whether the invention is a proper 
subject for a patent; whether the specification is sufficient ; 
ther the invention, as far as can be judged from an 


éxamination of former specifications and other documents, 
4 new one ; whether the invention is wholly or mainly a 





combination of some known machinery, process, or sub- 
stance ; whether, by reason of its frivolous character or for 
any other reason, the invention is unworthy of a patent ; 
whether, in consideration of such combination as just alluded i 
to, or because the invention is not of considerable import- 
ance, it is expedient that the duration of the patent shall 
be only for seven instead of for fourteen years. The opinion 
of the examiners in conjunction with the referees, and the 
application itself, are to come before the law officers. If the 
law officers are of opinion that the patent should be granted. 
it will be granted as at present, but with this difference, that 
on the part of persons who make objections to the granting 
of the patent there will be an appeal from the law officers 
to the Lord Chancellor and one of the officers of the High 
Court of Justice, to be named for hearing such appeals by 
the Lord Chancellor. Then, \if the patent is refused, the 
applicant will have an appeal in the same way. There will 
be a third appeal, incase the patent has been granted for 
only seven years ; but in this case there will be no appeal in- 
the first instance, but at a certain time before the expiration . 
of the seven years application may be made with the light 
of that experience for an extension of the patent to fourteen 
years. It is proposed that the applicant shall have power- 
to amend his specification before the time of the sealing of 
the instrument, but the amendment must be made under 
the control of the law officers, who will refuse to allow it 
if it be an improper extension of the invention. It is also 
proposed that even after the patent is sealed there shall be a 
right of amendment in order that any technical difficulty 
may be obviated. The Government are of opinion that: 
there should be no prolongations of patents beyond the 
fourteen years for which they are granted. The Bill proposes . 
that there shall be a condition in all patents granted after 
the commencement of the Act that they shall be liable at 
any time after the expiration of two years from their date 
to be recalled upon either of two grounds—either that the 
patentee fails to use or put in practice, either by himself or 
his licensees in this country, the patented article to a 
reasonable extent, proofto the contrary lying on him, so 
that the patent may not lie dormant, unused, and un- 
exercised, or be a patent which, hating been taken out here, 
he puts in practice abroad; and, secondly, if it is made to 
appear to the tribunal that in order to insure a proper 
supply of the article to the public,or proper means for using 
the invention by the public, licences are necessary, and the 
patentee fails to grant licences on terms which the tribunal 
under all circumstances may think reasonable. It is 
proposed to substitute for the present dilitory and cumbrous- 
proceedings by which alone a patent can te recalled, a 
petition to the Lord Chancellor upon any of the grounds on 
which patents can at present be revoked—want of krow- 
ledge, want of utility, or upon the two special grounds 
above referred to, the first of which cannot, however, be 
alleged until the expiration of two years from the granting 
of the patent. It is also proposed that no patent shall 
be granted in future for a communicated invention, and that 
if a patent has been granted for a foreign invention it shall 
not be granted here except to the inventor himself, and not 
to him unless he applies for it within a limited time in this. 
country. It is provided that there shall be no general 
exception on the part of the Crown from the obligations of 
patents; but that, on the other band, any department of 
the public service shall be at liberty to use an invention on 
terms which, if they cannot be arranged between the de- 
partment and the patentee, shall be settled by the Treasury. 
As to the expense of obtaining patents, the fees which now 
are paid are not too high, They should be appropriated 
to the maintenance of a proper Patent Office and Museum. 
Within the last few days arrangements have been made by 
the Treasury for obtaining adequate space in the building 
immediately behind the site on which the Natural History 
Museum is being erected, and here the models now in the 
possession of the Patent Commissioners may be arranged 
and exhibited in such a way that the public can have con- 
venient access to them. The system of copyright of designs 
has hitherto been under the management of the Board of 
Trade. The arrangement now made is to transfer it to the 
Patent Commissioners. A Bill will be introduced by the 
Board of Trade in the other House for the registration of 
trade marks, and, if passed, the registration of trade marks 
will be placed under the Commissioners for the Registration 
of Patents. 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Feb. 12.—Waruir For Srrovp. 
After a long debate, in which the arguments used on a 


former occasion (ante, p. 282) were reproduced, the writ, on a 
division, was ordered to be issned by 184 to 73, 


Bit. READ A Frast Time. 


Mr. Scrarer-Boorn introduced a Bill to repeal the 
Adulteration of Food Acts and to make better provision for 
the sale of food and drugs in a pure state. 


Feb. 15.—Worxinc Men’s Dwetiines BILL, 
After a long debate this Bill was read a second time. 


Feb. 16.—Pustic Worsnip Facruirres Bite. 

Mr. Satt, in moving the second reading of this Bill, said 
it differed in one point from that which he had introduced 
on the same subject in 1873. It did not contain the clause 
which was embodied in that Bill relating to chapels at- 
tached to private houses. The first clause of the Bill pro- 
vided that where a service had been established by an in- 
cumbent it should not of necessity cease on the incumbency 
becoming void. When an additional service was required in 
a parish, a requisition to that effect would have to be sent 
in to the bishop by at least twenty-five adult parishioners, 
and before acceding to it, the bishop would have to ascertain 
that the incumbent was either unable or unwilling to pro- 
vide the servico required. In case the incumbent was 
either unable or unwilling to provide such service, the 
bishop would give notice of his intention to license a clergy- 
man for the duty, and state who the clergyman was to be, 
after which the appointment would be made in due course. 
Either the bishop, the incumbent, or the parishoners, how- 
ever, might at any moment refer the whole matter to a com- 
mission, consisting of a rural dean or archdeacon as chair- 
man, one clergyman and one layman nominated by the in- 
cumbent, and one clergyman and one layman nominated by 
the parishioners—five persons in all.—Mr. Beresrorp Horr 
did not oppose the Bill.—It was read a second time. 


ReturninG Orricers BI. 

Sir H. James, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
said it was very similar to that which was introduced last 
session. That Bill wasread a second time, and referred to a 
select committee, before which evidence was fully given by 
returning officers and other persons interested in the subject. 
The result was that the committee reported in favour of the 
Bill and the sums mentioned in the schedule. He would 
now briefly state the object of the measure. The amounts 
which many candidates paid to returning officers were ex- 
cessive, and far beyond what the law allowed. And not 
only were the charges excessive, but they were exceedingly 
urcertain in amount. In some constituencies, indeed, great 
liberality had been shown by returning olficers, who had 
devoted their attention to procure economical expenditure, 
and had given their services gratuitously in many instances 
or had made only reasonable and fair charges. In other 
places the expenditure had been reckless as regards the 
number of clerks and their payment, the representative of 
the returning officerin each booth, and the personal charges 
of the returning officer. He believed he expressed the 
general feeling of the House when he said that the charges 
were excessive and that their inequality ought to be re- 
moved. ‘The schedules had been carefully prepared with 
& view to the attainment of this object. There was only 
one matter of principle involved in the Bill, viz. in tne 
section which required that candidates before being nomi- 
nated should deposit the sums they were liable to be charged 
under the schedules. If no deposit were made, and a candi- 
date was insolvent, the returning officer would be unable 
to recover the money which he bad been compelled by law 
to pay out of hisown pocket.—Mr, C. E. Lewis had always 
been of opinion that the true reason why the expenses had 
swollen to so considerable an amount was that the candidate 
had had to pay them. If the constituencies had been re- 
quired to pay them there would have been no necessity for 
this Bill, as the charges would in that case have been kept 
within moderate limits. One of the chief provisions of the 
Bill was that a considerable sam should be deposited by 
candidates to cover the returning officer's expenses. This 
provision, segain, was only rendered necessary by the 
existing law, which made the cahdidate pay the re- 
turning officer’s expenses. He had never yet been 
able to understand why the constituents should cast 





= 
upon the candidates the expenses caused by thet 
assembling to give their own votes under the i 
of their own returning officers. If no other member of 
greater authority offered to do so, he should, at a late 
stage of the Bill, move an instruction to the committee 
the Bill should be altered so as to throw these 
upon the conatituencies.—Mr. Fawcett said that, looki 
to the achedule of fees, he thought it likely that the Bill 
would in rzase instead of reduce the expenditure. Hig im 
pression was that the returning officers’ expenses, if fixed 
in accordance with the schedule, would in some cases bg 
raised 50 or even 100 per cent. Apart, however, from 
these details. the Bill was based upon a radically 
principle. This item in election expenditure could only be 
reduced by interesting the constituencies in economy, 
whereas they were now iaterested in extravagance. At 4 
future stage of the Bill he should ask the House to 
its opinion upon the priociple whether the constituencies 
or the candidates should bear the expenses of returni 
officers.—Mr. GrEcory approved the Bill, inasmuch ap it 
would put some limit upon the expences of returning 
upon which at present there was literally no check. Qn 
the other hand, it gave the returning officers a remedy in 
cases where candidates were nominated without their con- 
sent.—The Bill was read a second time. 

Common Law Procepurs Act (1852) AMENDMENT Bu, 

Mr. Wappy, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
explained that its object was to remedy a defect in the 
Common Law Procedure Act of 1852, which permitted 
foreign corporations to sue in this country, but not to be sued, 
—The Bill was read a second time. 

Feb. 17.—MarriacE with DeceAsED WiFr’s SisTzr, 

Sir Tuomas CuamBers moved the second reading oftis 
Bill to legalize marriage with a deceased wife’s sister— 
After a long debate the motion was negatived by 171 to 142, 


Feb, 18.—Tuer TipPERARY ELECTION. 

Mr. Disraevi moved “ That John Mitchell, returned asa 
member for the county of Tipperary, having been adjudged 
guilty of felony and sentenced to transportation for fourteen 
years, and not having endured the punishment to which he 
was adjudged for such felony, or received a pardon under the 
Great Seal, has become, and continues, incapable of bei 
elected or returned as a member of this House,” —Sir 
James desired to learn from the law officers of the Crown 
under these circumstances whether, in the first place, 
John Mitchell could be proceeded against and remitted to 
serve out his original sentence. Ifhe could not be forced to 
complete that sentence, surely there was a difference between 
his case and that of O’Donovan Rossa. He wished to know, 
in the second place, whether Mitchel] could be proceeded 
agrinst for breaking prison; and, thirdly, if he 
could not be arrested by reason of what had occurred, 
what was the disability under which he was labouring? 
—Tie ArroRNEY-GENERAL said that by the discussion on 
the case of O'Donovan Rossa two things were established 
The first was that the House, by an overwhelming majority, 
declared its intention to retain the power of deciding such 
cases, The other point established by the decision inthe case 
of O'Donovan Rossa was that the incapacity of a convicted 
felon to become a member of the House of Commons did 
not depend upon attainder, but upon the judgment passed 
upon him for the felony for which he had been convicted. 
He would next answer the questions which hal been put 
to him by bis hon. and learned friend. The first was 
whether Mr. John Mitchell could be now re-committed to 
prison in respect of his being at large before the expiration 
of his sentence. The answer to this was that the 9 Geo 
4, which applied to Ireland and imposed a penalty for 
being at large before the expiration of a sentence of transpor 
tation, differed very materially from the corresponding set- 
tion of the Act which dealt with such an off-nce when 
committed aft-r a sentence passed by an English oF 
Scotch court. Under the last-named Act a felon at largem 
any part of his Majesty's dominions before the expiration of 
his sentence was punishable with death. The Act which 
applied to Ireland inflicted the same penalty, but only im 
the case of convicted felons found unduly at large before 
the expiration of thvir sentences in the United Kingdom; 
therefore, Mr. John Mitchell, having been convi 
under the Irish Act, did not, in his opinion, commit a fi 
offence by being at large in Van Diemen’s Land before 
the expiration of his sentence. He could have been 
arrested in aay part of the United Kingdom, bat not is 
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-spy other part of her Majesty's dominions. _ The next 
question was as to the nature of the disability under 
qhich Mr. Mitchell laboured, if he could not be arrested 
reason of what had occurred, The answer to this was 
sthat by the conviction and sentence of Mr. Mitchell in 
1848 he became a felon and was liable to all the disquali- 
feations thereby imposed upon him, among which was the 
disqualification to become or be a member of the Honse of 
mons. His hon. and learned friend had suggested 
this distinotion between the case of O'Donovan Rossa and 
the case they were now dealiag with, that O'Donovan 
Rossa was at the time actually in prison. No doubt that 
cirenmstance was referred to by one or two speakers in 
the debate on the case of O’Donovan Rossa, but that was 
not the ground of the decision of the House. The deci- 
sion of the House in the case of O'Donovan Rossa was 
ded upon the fact that he was a felon who had not 
leared himself of the consequences of his felony, and he 
(the Attorney-General) apprehended that the same prin- 
ciple must apply to the present case, namely, that having 
had senteuce passed upon him, he had neither received 
pardon nor endured the punishment to which he was sen- 
tenced.—Sir WILLIAM Harcourtdesired toexpressnoopinion 
either on the law or the policy of the question, but he 
asked if a committee were appointed to consider the ques- 
tion what inconvenience could arise? Its members would 
be persons of the greatest experience and learning in the 
House, who would be perfectly competent to consider all 
the matters brought before them.—The Soticiror-GENERAL 
said that the question before the House was whether John 
Mitchell, being a convicted felon, was eligible to sit in the 
House of Commons? The question was not whether John 
Mitchell could be remitted to his punishment or proceeded 
against for escape, for prison breach, or for anything of 
the sort. The common law of the land on the subject 
was laid down in such great storehouses of legal knowledge 
as Coke’s ‘‘ Institutes,” wherein it was stated in the most 
positive and decisive manner that a man attainted of 
treason or of felony was incapable of being elected as a 
member of Parliament. The ground for that statement 
of the law was extracted from the writ for the election of 
member of Parliament, not that a person so attainted 
had become civilly dead, but because he was not a fit and 
proper person, within the language of the writ, to sit in 
Parliament. Further, it was stated that although a man 
who had been‘attainted of treason or felony was incapable 
of sitting in Parliament, that disability might be removed 
by the pardon of the Sovereign, and his learned friend was 
in error when he supposed that at common law, without 
reference to the statutes he had cited, that disability could 
not be removed in any other way. An old book of the 
highest authority on election law, after stating that attainder 
ot treason or felony disqualified men from sitting as members 
-of Parliament, went on to say :—‘‘ But if they have received 
apardon under the Great Seal, or had the benefit of the clergy, 
or undergone the punishment of their offence they are not 
ineligible unless the House declare them to be so by an ex- 
press resolution to that effect,” In the case of O'Donovan 
Rosse, who was convicted under the very statute upon which 
John Mitchell was convicted, the question was whether, not 
having been sentenced to death, and the offence not being 
in fact punishable by death, he was or was not eligible to sit 
in Parliament, and after full and ample dircussion it was 
decided that, having been convicted and being still onder 
sentence, he was disqualified to sit in Parliament. There 
could be no doubt, therefore, that conviction for 
felony was disqualification at the present day. He came, 
then, to the question whether anything had happened in 
this case which had restored the qualification lost by John 
Mitchell through his conviction for felony, Even at common 
law nothing could restore that qualification except a pardon 
under the Great Seal, or what was equivalent to a pardon. 
Bome two or three things were equivalent to a pardon. 
© Act 7&8 Geo. 4, c. 28, made the discharge of an 
offender from custody in the case of a free pardon and the 
Performance of the condition in the case of a conditional 
_" to have the effect of a pardon under the Great 
Then came the Act 9 Geo. 4. The recital of the 
Act declared that it was expedient to prevent all doubts 
especting the civil rights of persons convicted of felony, 
not capital, who had undergone the punishment 
they were adjudged to undergo; and then it went on to 
“enact that when an offender had been convicted of felony 


| 





not punishable by death, and bad endured the punish- 
ment, the like effect and consequences of a pardon would 
thereby be produced. He subi.itted that the case was 
perfectly plain. John Mitchell had been convicted of 
felony, he had not received a pardon, he had not done 
anything equivalent to a pardon, and therefore remained 
disqualified for seat in Parliament. 

After a long debate the motion was carried by 269 to 102. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


od 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Laet Quotation, Feb, 19, 1875. 

3 per Cent, Consuls, 93 ; Annuities, April, ’85, 9% 
Ditto for Account, Mar. 9% | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Ex Bills, £1000, 25 per Ct. 1 pm, 
} Ditto, £4500, Do! pm. 

Ditto, £190 & £200, 1 pm. 

Bank of England S.ioeck. 5 per 

Ct. (last half-year), 257 

| Ditte for Account, 


3 per Cent. Rednead, 943 
New 3 per Cent., 923 

Do. 34 perCent.,Jan,’¥4 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. '94 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 
Annuities, Jan,’80 — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SKCURITIES. 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 60, 1084 Ditto,5§ per Cnt., May,’79 1014 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct.’ 88,105 April, ’64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent,, Aug. °73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.94 | Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, usder £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK, 





| Railways. Paid.'Closing Price. 


—_—_—- —_ —- 








Stock’ Bristol and Exeter 114 
1003 
97 


Stock! Caledonian eo 
Stock Glasgow and South-Western ..... jailieaene wanieal 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ee 
Stock Great Northern 
Stock! Do., A Stock* 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original.......c0-.sscesereereee 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire  .......ccesses 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast.... 
Stock Lundon, Chatham, and Dover............. 
Stock London and North-Western ... 

Stock! London and Soath Western 

3tock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincuin . 

s:ock Metropolitan .. 

Stxk  Do., District 
Stock Midland 

Stock North British 
Stock North Eastern 
Stock North London 
Stock North staffordshire 

Stock South Devon 

Stock South-Eastern 0.0... ......cescescceercoreecee 














— - - —_ 
* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cear. has been paid to B. 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENC?. 

The bank rate was raised on ‘hursday from 3 per cent 
to 3} per cent. The proportion of reserve to liabilities 
has fallen from 42°68 per cent. last week to 41°43 percent, 
this week. There has been some dullness in the home 
railway market this week, bat prices improved on Thurs- 
day. Transactions have been limited in the foreign 
market. Consols closed on Thursday at 92} to { for 
money, and 92} to 3 for the account. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
RIKTHS. 

Sampson—On Feb. 7, at Holwleigh, Northenden-road, With- 
ington, near Manchester, the wife of Joseph Sampson, 
solicitor, of a son. 

TremMPpLE—On Feb. 17, at Calvert-cottage, West Croydon, the 
wife of John A. Temple, solicitor, of Chancery-lane, of @ 
daughter. 

WILKINSON—On Feb. 18, at 107, Finborough-road, S.W., the 
wife of Thomas Lean Wilkinson, of the Inner Temple, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter, 

MARRIAGE, 

WarMincton—Hatt—On Feb. 18, at the Eltham Congrega- 
tional Church, George Septimus Warmington, solicitor, of 
St. Helen’s Lodge, Burnt Ash-hill, Lee, to Ellen, eldest 
daughter of W. G, 8. Hall, of Eltham. 

DEATHS. 
BatpEN—On Feb. 6, Edward Balden, of Wimbledon and 
Southampton-buildings, solicitor, in his 39th year, 
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CoLLETTE—On Feb. 12, Frances Mary, the wife of Charles 
Hastings Collette, Esqi, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Grant—On Feb. 6, at Keynsham, near Bristol, John Russ 
Grant, solicitor, aged 63. : 

Hay—On Feb. 11, at Steyning, Sussex, Alexander John Hay, 
solicitor and clerk to the justices of the Steyning Petty 

‘ Sessional Division, aged 30. 


. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Turspay, Feb,.16, 1875. 


Evans, John, Thomas Ward Laing, and Edward Duncombe Eagles, 
Attorneys and Solicitors, John st, Bedford row. Oct 21 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faipay, Feb. 12, 1875. 
Lrutrep In CHANCERY. 


Anglo-German Marezzo Marble Company, Limited.—The M.R. has 
xed Monday, Feb 22, at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment 
of an official liquidator. 

Caerphilly Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.°. 
Bacon, dated Feb 1, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Bolton, Elm court, Temple, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Cheap Fuel Supply Association, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 10, directed to be heard befor: V.C. Bacon on Feb 20. 
Tidy and Co, Sackville st, Piccadilly, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Grovesend Steam Coal Colliery Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Feb 9, directed jte be heard before the M.R. on 
Feb 20. Shakespear, Duke st, Bloomsbury, agent for Leyson, Neath, 
solicitor for the petitioner. 

Srawnarkirs or Cornwatt. 

Morvah Consols Tin Mining Company-—By an order made by the 
Vice-Warden, dated Feb 6, it was ordered that the above company 
should te wound up. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners. 

Treleighwood United Mining Company.—by an order made by tbe 
Vice-Warden, dated Feb 6, it was ordere 1 that the above company 
shoald be wound up. Hodge and Cv, Truro, agents for Downing, 
Redruth, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
é Fuipay, Feb. 12, 1875. 
Addis, Harriot, Tottenham. Middiesex. Maren 20. Strombom v Jack. 
son, V.C. Ha'l. Wren, Fencharch st 


Alexander, Jolin Richsrd, Commander R,. N, May 1. Hubbard 


v Alexander, V.C. Bacon. 
Carter, Edwa:d, Brick lane, Bethnal green, Licensed Victualler. 
Carter v Carter, V.C. Malins. Marshall, Linceln’s inn 


March 8. 
fields 
Crossley, Sir Francis, Halifax, York, Bart. Murch 9. 
Crossley, M.R. Wavell, Halifax 

Dawes, George, Trinity terrace, Newington butts, Hat Minufacturer. 
March 20. Wawes v Constabie, V.C. Hall. Legge, Philpot Jase 

Diddep, Mary, Sheffield. March 12. Didjep v Mailinder, M.R. 
Ibbotson, Sheffield 

Gosling, Robert, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Innke2per. March 12. Death v 
Ranson, M.R. Robinson, Haileizh 

Key, Joun, Paul st. Finsbury, Gent. March 24. Key v Harvey, V.C. 
Hal). Shettield and Sons, Lime st 

Knobel, William Edward, Great Queen st, Westminster, Solicitor. 
May 16. Knobel v Kuobel, V.U. Ha'l. Beaumont and Warrea, 
Chancery la.e 

Lewis, te. March U1. 
v Bailey, M.k. 

Oakden, Thuma=, Middleton park, Longford, Former. March 15. 
Oakden v Foster, V.C. Malins. Smith, Leck 

Selkirk, Wiitiam, Gosforth, Cumberland, #acon Carer. March 25. 
Sherwen v Selkir«, V.C. Malins. Ruberts, Verulam buildings, Gray’s 
ion 

Sidebotham, Ellen Elizabeth, Chester. March 25. Sidebotham v 
Ayrtos, V.C. Malins. Brown, Chester 

Tucker, Elias, Vincent square, Westminster,Gent. March 25. Tucker 
v Tucker, V.C. Melins. Roweliffe; Bedford row 

Wright, Edwin, Peyton, Brunswiek square, Esq. March 25. Wright 
v Doliman, V.C. Malins. Yard, Raymond buildings, Gray’s inn 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 85. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Feb 12, 1875, 

Angell, John Scott, Denmark rd, Camberwell, Leather Merchant. 
March 13. French, Crutched friars 

Attenberough, Thomas Bearsdiey, Newark-upon-Trent, Notting- 
bamshire, Independent Minister. March 30. Pratt and Hodgkinson, 
Newark-upon-Trent 

Bease, Eliza, Standard st, Union rd, Southwark. March 12. Hicklin 
and Washington, Trinity square 

Bennison, William. Bath, Somerset, Esq. April 12. Gibbs, Bath 

Chantrey, Dame Mary Ann, Lower Brook st, Grosvenor square. April 
9, Wilde and Co, College bill 

Colby, Jobn, Tynone, Pembroke, Esq. March 25. Jenkins and Evans, 
Cardigan 

Cortouid, A'fred Hitchine, Warwick gardens, Artit, March 25. Steele, 
Cook’s court, Lincoln "a inn 

Crane, Charies, Highgate rd, Esq. March i5. Cooper, Guiidferd st 

Crow, William, Landport, Southampton, Superannuated Shipwright. 
March 8, Edgecombe and Cole, Portses 

Davis, Thomas Edward, Woodford green, Essex, March 31, Elam, 
Walbrook . 

Katon, Eether, Chester. April9. Duneanard Pritchard, Chester 

Fisher, Richard, Goose green, Preston Patrick, Westmorland, April 
1, Thompson, Kendal 


Crossiey v 


Overend, Gurney, and Company, Limited, 





ee 
Gape, George, Marlborough hill, St. John’s wood, Esq. March 
, . ° . 

Phelps and Co, Red Lion square “ %. 
Gillett, William, Vauxhall bridge rd, Doctor of Medicine, April 5, 
outa eee een = » ee eeelinill 

rego eric, Dagnall park, Sout orw. Gent. M 

Nichols and Leatherdale, Ola Jewry chambers ‘ “a 
Griffiths, Joseph, Birmingham, Tailor. April 14. Bower and Price, 

Birmingham 
Guy, Mary, Lymington, Southampton. March6. Moore and Jackman, 

Lymington 
Hawker, Helen Susan, Keyhaven, Milford, Southampton. March 6. 
an ae a oe gg tes ae sania . : 

ill, Right Hon Rowlan ount, Hawkston alop, A 
‘one ee ethen I Agent, 3 ry eo 

‘olmes, anchester, Insurance Agent. April 25. Chapman 
Hopp oi oa tewten B ton, Yorkshire, F; April 

opper, Jonn, Sawden, Brompton, Yor! re, Farmer. rild9, M 
Sa EE Tenn, ‘Semen, Sutin, & : = 

opper, liam, Sawden, Brompton, Yor! » Gent. A E 

Moody and Co, Scarborough pil 9 
King, Ann Digby, Gower st, Bedford square. April l. Barlow and Co, 

Essex st, Strand 
Manners, Poole Sabina, West Cowes, Isle of Wight. March 8. Smith 

and Co, Northumberland st, Charing cross 
Marsh, Thomas, Crumlin, Monmouth, Innkeeper. March 15. Gibbs, 

Newport 
Maxwell, Robert Constable, Christchurch, Canterbury, New Zealand, 

Esq. March6. Norris and Son, Bedford row 
Newsome, Thomas, Armthorpe, Doncaster, Yorkshire, Farmer. April 

10. Taylor and Newborn, Epworth 
Procter, Edward, Leighton Buzzard, Bedfordshire, Gent. April 1, 

Newton, Leighton Buzzard 
Savell, Thomas, Barley, Hertford. March 25, Wortham, Royston 
Stainford, Rev Frederick Baring, Torquay, Devonshire. April 15, 

Tilleard and Oo, Old Jewry 
Thorn, Burneford, Pall Mall, Jeweiler, April 10. Smith, Northumber- 

land st 
Towsey, George William, Lymington, Southampton, Captain RW, 

March 6. Moore and Jackman, Lymington 
Twinning, Mary Ano, Gloucester, March 13, Wiltons and Riddiford, 

Gloucester 
Ward, Samuel Love, Lowestoft, Suffulk, Gent, March 25, Chater, 

Lowestoft 
Warter, John Richard Meredith, 

March 18. Salter, Ellesmere 
Woolsey, O Bryen Bellingham, Westbourne terrace, Esq. .March 16, 

Yarde aud Loauer, Raymond buildings, Gray’s inu 

Baokrupta. 
Fripay, Feb, 12, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to th» Registrar, 

To Surrender in Loadon. 

» Kenningtoa rd, Gent. Pet Feb¥. Haztitt. Feb. 


Bangor Isacoed, Flintshire, Ey, 


Hodgson, J 0 
24 at 2 
Oven, Wi'liam, Dover s*, Piccadilly, Tailor. Pet Feb 10, Hazlitt. Feb 
24 atl 
Samue!, Jucith, Burton crescent, Jeweller. Pet Feb 1l. Pepys. March 
Set il 
Tilson, John, Tottenham st, Tottenham court rd, Beershop Keeper. Pet 
Feb 9. Uaziitt. Feb 24 at ll 
‘lo Surrender in the C suntry. 
Pattison, Taomas, Northallerton, York, Bricklayer. Pet Feb 10, Jeffer- 
son. Northallerton, Feb 23 at 3 
Porters, Charles, Swineshead, Lincoln, Wheelwright, Pet Feb 8. Stan‘ 
land. Buston, Feb 23 at 12.30 
Thornton, Henry, Liverpool, Grocer, Pet Feb 4. Hime. Liverpool, 
Feb 24 xt 2 (and not on Fed 18 as previously advertised) 
Youngs, Robert, Framingham, Norfoik, Machinist. Petkeb 1, Cooke. 
Norwica, Feb 24 at 12 
Toesvar, Feb. 16, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors musc furward their pr ofs of debts to tue Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Deere, John Morgan, Walbrook, Attorney, Pct Feb 13, Brougham, 
Mareh 2 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country, 
Evans, Evan Samuel, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Grocsr. Pet Feb 13, Ras 
sell. Merthyr ‘'ydfil, March 2 at 1 
Hammersley , Joseph, Lowestoft, Suffulk, Fishing Merchant. Pet Feb 
13. Walker. Great Yarmouth, March 3 at 12 
Smith, William, Kendal, Westmorland, Butcher. Pet Feb 13. Thomp- 
son. Kendal, Feb 27 at 10 
Sutherland, Selina, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Boot Makar. Pet Feb Il, 
Mortimer. Newcastle, l'eb 27 at 11,30 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpay, Feb. 12, 1875. 
Ussher, Arthur Edward, Lea Bridge rd, Gent. Feb 10 
Whitington, Charles Edward, Tuxford, Nottingham, Gent. Feb & 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Farpay, Feb. 12, 1875. 
Akeroyd, Caroline, Pudrey, York. Feb 22 at 3 at offices of Burnley, 
Queensgate, Bradford 
Andrews, Luke, High st, Homerton, out of business, Feb 26 at 3 at 
offices of Kicketts, Frederick st, Gray’s inn 
Barker, Horace Isaac, Biggleswade, Bedford, Solicitor. Fed 20 at the 
Swen Hotel, Biggleswade 
Barratt, John Henry, Walsall, Stafford, Buckle Manufacturer. Feb 26 
C 10 at offices of Beaton, Victoria buildings, Temple row, Birning- 
lam 
Batcheldor, Frederick Morze, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Tobacconist. 
March | at 11 at otfices of Burton, Dyott terrace, Tunbridge Wells 
Batty, John George, Sheiield, Coach Builder, March 3 at 3.30 atoffices 
of Brailsford, jun, Fig Tree lane, SheMeld 
Beecher, William, Brentford, Middlesex, Grocer. Feb 27 at 10 at the 
County Court offices, ‘Town ball, New Brentford. Woodbridge 
Sons, Brentiord 
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Workington, Cumberland, Livery Stable Keeper. Feb 26 
bors “yey No of Guy, Bridge st, Workington 
tt, Will'am, Lamierton, Devon, Publican, Feb 26 at 12 at offices of 
Bridgman and Johnstone, Tavistock 
‘on, William Henry, Cheltenham. Fine Art Publisher. Feb 25 at 3 
at offices of Stroud, Clarence parade, Cheltenham 
Bills, John Wolsey, Dokinfield, Cheshire, Builder. March 4 at 3 at 
the Pit and Nelson Hotel, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyne. Toy and 


Broadbent 

Booth, an Manchester, Baker. Feb 24 at 3 at offices of Almond, 
Kennedy st, Manchester 

Braime, Arthur, Batley, Ycrk, Herring Curer. March 1 at 2 at the 

jal Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Wooler, Batley 

Brew, Thomas Henry, Wednesbury, Stafford, Grocer. Feb26 at 12 at 
offices of Bill, Bridge st, Walsall 3 

Barke, Freeland, Romilly terrace, Paddington, Herbalist. Feb 20 at 12 
at offices of Oddy, Edgware rd 

Carles, Altred, Birmingham, Provision Dealer. Feb 24 at 10.30 at 
offices of Buller, Moor st, Birmingham a 

Carter, Henry, Manchester, Plumber, March 2 at 3 at offices of Sale 
and Co, Booth st, Manchester 

Clark, Thomas Prior, Stoke Newington, Dairyman. March 1 at 2 at 

offices of Carter and Bell, Leadenhall st : 

Clewett, Job Samuel, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Joiner. Feb 26 at 3 at 
offices of Bretherton and Hannan, Duncan st Birkenhead 

Connett, George, Teignmouth, Devon, Picture Dealer. March 2at liat 
offices of Chamberlain, Basinghall st. Jordan, Teignmouth 

Creed, Frederick, Walthamstow, Essex, Draper. Feb 22 at 3 at offices 
of Howell, Cheapside 

Cortis, Joseph, Portishead, Somerset, Baker. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of 
Ward, Broad st, Bristol : 

Davies, Charles, Hereford, Builder, Feb 23 at 11 at cflices of Corner, 
High Town, Hereford 

Davis, William, Diggon st, Stepney, Bootmaker. Feb 27 at 4 at offices 
of Yorke, Marylebone rd 

, William, Holland st, Blackfriars bridge rd, Corn Chandler. Feb 

94 at 12 at offices of Grayson, Hunter st, Brunswick square 

Donne, William Moses, Hendon, Middlesex, Coach Builder. Feb 22 at 
lat8, Bedford row. Shaw and Co 

Dray, Thomas, Blackfriars rd, Clerk. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of Challis 
and Co, Clement’s lane. Wickens, Palmerston buildings, Old 
Broad st 

Edwards, David, Towyn, Merioneth, Printer, Feb 24 at3 at the Corbet 
Arms Hotel, Towyn. Jones and Davies, Dolgelly 

Bawards, Jobn, Praze, Cornwall, Seed Merchant. March 1 at 11 at 
offices of Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Plymouth 

Ekensteen, Bernhard, Sunderland, Durham. Ship Chandler. Feb 24 at 
Sat offices of Bentham, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Farebrother, Ferdinand William, and Lionel Cotlins, Muscovy court, 
Tower hill, Corn Factors. March 2 at 12 atofficesof Crook and Smith, 
Fenchurch st 

Faull, Thomas Henry, Penzance, Cornwall, Pastrycook. Feb 26 at 11 
at offices of Roscorla and Son, North parade, Penzance 

Forrester, James, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Cotton Waste 
oa Feb 24 at 3 at offices of Whitehead, Stamford st, Staly- 
tridge 

Forrester, John, Wetley rocks, Stafford, Miner, Feb 25 at 3 at 22, Cheap- 
side, Hanley. Stevenson 

Francis, Walter Penn,Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Draper. Feb 22 at 12 at 
the Fleece Inn, Wakefield. Spurr 

Goldstraw, William, South Low, stafford, Butcher. March 3 at 3 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Hanley. Garside, Congleton 

Gough, John Merton, Bradford, York, Tailor. Feb 27 at 10 at offices of 
Atkinson, Tyrrell st, Bradford 

Goulstone, Cornelius Edward, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
27 at 11 at offices of Philips, Canon st, Aberdare 

Grieve, James, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Baker. March 1 at 3 at otices of 
Button and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 


Harness, Cornelius Bennett, Clee House, Lavender hill, Battersea, | 


March 3 at 12 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. 
Feb 24 at 1 


Jeweller. 
Deane and Co, South square 

Harris, William Henry, Alderminster, Worcester, Farmer. 
at offices of Sanderson, Church at, Warwick 

Hartley, Everard, Harpurhey, Lancashire, Commission Agent. Feb 25 
at $at the Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester 

Harwood, Walter, Redditch, Worcester, Victualler. Feb 25 at 12 at 
offices of Assinder, Union st, Birmingham 

h, Samuel, and Caroline Maria Hatch, Westminster bridge rd, 

Horse Dealers. March | at 2 at offices of Slater and Pannell, Guild- 
hall chambers, Basinghall st. Beard and Son, Basinghall st 

Hewlett, William, Stroud, Gloucester, Coachbuilder. March 5 at 11 at 
the Swan Hotel. Stroud. Smith, Stroud 

Higgins, George Soley, Llanwarne, Hereford, Grocer. Feb 26 at 11 at 
the Mitre Hotel, Hereford. Corner, Hereford 

Hill, William, Weeton Parva, York, Innkeeper. Feb 27 at 12 at offices 
of Silvester, Ladygate, Beverley 

Hilton, Lot, Manchester, Dyer. Feb 25 at 3 at the Clarence Hotel, 

ing gardens, Manchester. Leigh, Manchester 
son, William, Barnacre-with-Bonds, Lancashire, Butcher. Feb 

27 at 2 at officesof Cunliffeand Watson, Winckley st, Preston 

Horton, Joshua, and Hyacinth Louis Povel, Castleford, York, Iron- 


at Feb 25 at 12 at offices of Newstead and Wilson, Red Hall, 


8 
Howard, Henry, Spotlands, nr Cardiff, Greengrocer. Murch 2 at dl at 


18, High st, Cardiff. Morgan 
deson, John, Accrington, Lancashire, Boot Maker, Feb 26 at 3 at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Hall, Accrington 
Infield, Edward, Benwick, Cambridge, General Merchant. Feb 25 at 12 
atthe Falcon Hotel, Whittlesey. Gaches, Peterborough 
Jackson, Oliver, Faringdon, Berks, Innkeeper, Feb 24at 1:20 at the 
‘ Hotel, Faringdon 
» Abraham, Ardwick, Manchester, Salesman. March 1 at 3 at 
| ola Partington and Alien, Town*Hall buildings, King st, Man- 
er 
Jarman, John Daniel, Kentish town rd, Plumber, Feb 20 at 2 at 9, 
y ward et, Newgate st. Miles 
ones, William, jun, Livarpool, Commission Agent. Feb 26 at 2a 
Ofices of Fowler, St George's crescent, Castle st, Liverpool 


Feb | 


Kelly, Joseph William, Gateshead, Durham, out of business. Feb 23 at 
2 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-unon-l'yne 
\ King, Felix, Durham rd, Holloway, Grocer. March.1 at 11 at offices of 
Holloway, Ball's Pond gd, Islington 
Lee, Benjamin, Otley, York, Grocer. Feb 25 at 3 at offices of Fawcett 
and Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 
Leppingwell, William, Bradford, York, Yeast Importer. Feb 27 at IT 
at offices of Burnley, Bradford 
| Leroy, Edward George, Manchester, Wine Merchant. March 3 at 3 at 
| offices of Phillips, Brown st, Manchester 
Linnett, John, jun, Coventry, Ribbon Dealer. , Feb 25 at 12 at offices of 
Minster, St Mary’s Hall, Coventry 
Littlehales, James, Pontypool, Monmouth, Grocer. March 2 at 3 at 
offices ef Watkins, Pontypool 
London, Charles, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Trunk Manufacturer. Feb 26 
at 11 at offices of Arnold, Tinbridge Wells % 
Longbottom, Joshua, and Edward Pearson Longbottom, Leeds, 
Hydraulic Engimeers. March 1 at 3-at offices of Burrell and 
Pickard, Albion st, Leeds, Brown 
Lyons, Henry, Oxford st, Tottenham Court rd, Tailor. Feb 19 at 2 at 
offices of Smart and Snell, Cheapside. Jones, Quen Victoria st 
Martin, George Robert, Bath, Upholsterer, Feb 25 at 11 at 3, Wood st, 
Bath. Moger 
Maurice, Moritz , Manchester, Wine Merchant. Feb 26 at 3 at offices 
of Ramwell and Co, Pall Mall, Manchester 
McGowan, James, Leeds, Shoemaker. March 4 at 11 at offices of 
Hardwicke, Boar lane, Leeds 
McQueen, Patrick, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cab Proprietor. Feb 23 at 12 
at offices cf Story, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Mence, Thomas. Wellesbourne Mountford, Warwick, Builder. Feb 22 
at 12 at the Globe Hotel, Warwick. Sanderson, Warwick 
Mills, Thomas, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Clerk. March 3 at 3 
at offices of Toy and Broadbent, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Moseley, Walker, Rock Ferry, Cheshire, Electrician, Feb 26 at 2 at 
offices of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Anderson 
and Co, Liverpool 
Nash, John, and William Nash, Vauxhall walk, Lambeth, Tool Handle 
Manufacturers, March | at 2 at offices of Pedley, Bush lane 
Nicholls, William Henry, Wells st, Hackney, Oilman. Feb 22 at 3 at 
Offices of Cattlin, Guildhall yard 
Nicholson, Richard Mack, Sheffield, Boot Maker. Feb 26 at 4 at offices 
of Gee, Fig Tree chambers, Sheffield. Binns.;Sheffield 
Norris, Frederick, Rickmansworth, Hertford, Boot Maker. Feb 27 at 
11 at offices of Castie, Cheapside 
Osborne, John, Sheffield, Pork Butcher. 
son, St James’s row, Sheffield 
Owen, Frederick John, Feltham, Middlesex, Hote! Keeper. Feb 27 at 12 
at offices of Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Maynard, Clif- 


ford’sinn 
Owen, William, Barmouth, Merioneth, Grocer, Feb 25 at 1 at offices of 
Feb 24 at 3 at 


Feb 20 at li at offices of Fier- 


Jones and Davies, Dolgelly 

Parkinson, Thomas, Bradford, York, Shipping Agent. 
offices of Lees and Co, Ivegate, Bradford 

Parry, Evan, Liverpoo!, Draper. Feb 24 at 3 at offices of Barrell and 
Rodway, Lord st, Liverpool 

Pearson, Barnabas, Brierley Hill, Stafford, out of business. Feb 22at3 
at offices of Waldron, High st, Brierley Hill 

Pearson, William, Barrowby, Lincoln, Blacksmith. Feb 26 at 3 at 
offices of Cranch and Stroud, Low pavement, Nottingham 

Peddar, George William, Chelmondiston, Saffolk, Farmer. Feb 25 at 2 
at offices of Jackaman and Sons, Silent st, Ipswich " 

Peyto, Edward, Bexley Heath, Kent, Baker. Feb 22 at 1 at Wood’s 
Hotel, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields. Hove, John st, Bedford row 

Plucknett, William Henry, Yeovil, Scmerset, Innkeeper. Feb 26 at 12 
at offices of Davies, Church st, Yeovil 

Porter, Charles, Swindon, Wilts, Butcher. Feb 24 at 12 at 42, Crick- 
lade st, Swindon. Wilton 

Poulter, Edwin Samuel, Wandsworth rd, Undertaker. 
offices of Cogswell, Railway approach, London bridge. 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Reeves, Henry, Liddington, Wilts, Farmer. Feb 23 at 11 at offices of 
Kioneir and Tombs, Corn Exchange, Swindon 

Richardson, Frederick, jun, Henry st, St John’s wood, Greengrocer, 
Feb 26 at 4 at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn 

Roberts, John, Sander st, St George’s-in-the-sast, Cowkeeper. March } 
at 2 at offices of Digby and Liddle, Circus place, Finsbury circus 

Robinson, Josepn, Nottingham, Machine Holder. March 2 at 12 at 
offices of Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Roper, Brace Teynham, Mincing lane, Broker. March 1 at | at offices 
of Green and Co, St Peter’s alley, Cornhill 

Rowe, John Randal, Liverpool, Coal Merchant. Feb 26 at 1 at 11, 
South Jobn st, Liverpool. Andrews, Liverpool 

Sedgwick, Henry, Margate, Kent, Bricklayer. Feb 25 at 12 at the 
Edinburgh Hal!, High st, Margate. Moss, Margate 

Silby, Samuel, King st west, Hammersmith, Tea Dealer. Feb 24at 2 
at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Wilkinson and Howlett, 
Bedford st, Covent garden 

Simpson, Robert, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Newspaper Proprietor, 
Feb 24 at 11 at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Steward, Isaac, Batley, York, Machine Maker, Feb 25 at 2 at the 
Commercial Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Wooler, Batley 

Straker, William, Great Driffield, York, Innkeeper. Feb 26 at il at 
offices of White, Exchange st, Great Driffield 

Watson, John, Alsager, Cheshire, Plumber. Feb 24 at 2 at the Royal 
Hotel, Crewe. Salt, Tunstall 

Watson, John, and John Bevan Smith, Bishopsgate st, Contractors. 
Feb 24 at 2 at their offices, Ethelburga House. Davis, Moorgate st 

West, John, Nottingham, Provision Dealer, Feb 25 at 1 at Lawrence's 
Hotel, Clayton sqaare, Liverpool. Beik, Nottingham 

Williains, Isaac, Sedgley, Stafford, Grocer, Feb 24 at 11 at offices of 
Travis, Church lave, Tipton 

Wise, Samuel Richard, Littleport, Cambridge, Grocer. Feb 25 at 2 at 
the Angel Hotel, Ely. Kent, Norwich 


| Tusspay, Feb. 16, 1875. 
| Allen, William Peters, Westbourne grove, Draper, Feb 27 at 1 at 





Fed 22 at 4 at 
Nicholls, 








offices of George and Edwards, Wool Exchange, Coleman st, Gregory, 
King st, Cheapside 
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Aspinall, Joseph, Gresham House, Merchant. Feb 25 at 11 at officesof 
* Roberts, Coleman st 
Aston, Joan, Brierley hill, Stafford, out of business. Feb 27 at 1%.30 
at offices of Homfray and Holberton, High st, Brierley hill 
Balcombe, John Barton, Aberystwith, Gent, Feb 23 at 3 at the 
Town Hall, Aberystwith. Ravenhill, Aberystwith 
Rarbour, Robert, Bradford, York, Draper. Feb 24 at 11 at offices of 
Terry and Robinson, Martin st, Bradford 
Beer, Henry, Jubilee st, Mile End rd, Cheesemonger. Feb 26 at 12 at 
Wood’s Hotel, Portugal st; Lincoln’s inn fields. Hope, Jokn st, 
Bedford row 
Bland, William Mountain, Darlington, Durham, Tailor, March 8 at 
3 at offices of Wilkes, Market st, Darlington 
Bradley, William, Worsbro’ Dale, near Barnsley, York, Shopkeeper. 
March 2 at 2 at offices of Newman and Sons, Church st, Barusley 
Brown, James, Bristol, Boot Maker. March | at 1! at offices of 
Williams and Co, All Saints Jane, Exchange, Bristol. Roper, Bristol 
Brown, John, Alpha rd, Millwall, Shipwright. March 5 at 1 at offices 
of Owles, Chancery lane 
Burley, Herry, Shillington, Bedford, Publican. March 5 at 11 at the 
White Hart Inn, Shefford, Wade and Co, Hitchin 
Butters, John, Horncastle, Lincoln, Builder. Feb 25 at 11 at 7, 
Tinker’s entry, Horncastle. Clitherow 
Butterworth, John, sen, John Butterworth, jan, and Joseph Butter- 
worth, Greenfield-in-Saddleworth, York, Fiannel Finishers. Feb 26 
at 11 at offices of Buckley, Stamford st, Stalybridge 
Camm, William Hoyle, Manchester, Manufacturer of Silk Goods, Feb 
26 at 3 at offices of Sowerbutts, Market place, Manchester. Jackson, 
Manchester 
Carnac, James Rivett, Phillimore terrace, Kensington, Clerk. Feb 27 
at 12 at 17, Ely place, Holborn. Graham 
Chinery, Henry Perciva!, Offton, Suffolk, Farmer. March 5 at 11 at 
offices of Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 
Clarke, Richard Jones, Aldershot, Hants, Grocer. March 1 at 3at 9, 
Lincoln’s inn fields. Marshall 
Coles, William Joseph, Bracknell, Berks, Ironfounder. March 1 at 11 
at offices of Dodd, Friar st, Reading 
Cook, Joseph, Walworth rd, Newington, Builder. March 4 at 12 at3l, 
Newington causeway. Silvester 
Cooper, Robert, Eastbourne, Sussex, Brewer, March 8 at 3 at Ken- 
nan’s Hotel, Crown court, Cheapside, Perry, Guildhall chambers, 
Basinghall st 
Crabtree, James, Uttley Crabtree, and Howarth Crabtree, Wath-upon- 
Dearne, York, Bobbin Makers. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of Porrett, 
Queen st, Sheffield 
Dewar, Joseph Daniel, Worksop, Nottingham, Watchmaker. March 1 
at 12 at ottices of Tattershall, Meeting house lane, Sheffield 
Dumsday, George, Brighton, Sussex, Milliner. March 3 at 12 at 145, 
Cheapside. Woods and Dempster, Brighton 
Edwardson, Peter, Leigh, Lancashire, out of business. 
at offices of Phillips, Brown st, Manchester 
Emslie, James William, Norwich, Engineer. 
Miller and Co, Bank chambers, Norwich 
Fearns, Francis iienry, Red Lion square, Manufacturer of Electric 
Instraments. March 10 at 1 at offices of Godfrey, Bedford row 
Felton, George, Sunderland, Durham, Draper, March 3 at 3 at offices 
of Lawson, Villiers st, Sunderland 
France, Thomas Francis, Wigan, Lancashire, Plumber. 
at offices of Leigh and Ellis, Avcade, King st, Wigan 
Geering, Henry, jun, Wiliiam Aaron Geering, and George Geering, 
Rirmingham, Manufaciurers. Feb 23 at 12 at the Great Western 
Hote}, Monmouth st, Birmiogham, Green, Birmingham 
George, Henry, Well st, Hackney, Oil Merchant. Feb 27 at 11 at offices 
of George and Edwards, Wool Exchange, Coleman st 
Giddens, Frederick, Shrewsbury, Salop, Licensed Victualler. 
at 11 at offices of Clarke, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
Goldsmid, Albert Asron, King William place, Hammersmith, Dealer 
in Fancy Goods. Feb 23 at 10 at offices of Fisher and Co, Leicester 
equare 
acuuy, Bevjamin, Birmingham, Cook. 
Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Grymer, Jonathan, Birmingham, Tabacconist. 
of Parry, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Hall, Abraham, Mossley, Lanceshire, Assistant Grocer. March 3 at 2 
at the Pitt and Nelson Hotel, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyne. Toy and 
Broadbent 
Yall, William, Brighton, Sussex, Photographer. 
of Nye, North st, Brighton 
Hancock, William, Lombard st, Battersea, Stone Mason. 
at offices of Hewlett, Essex st, Strand 
Hayden, Harriett, Bishop’s Waltham, Hante, Baker. March 3 at 2.30 
at the Crown Hotel, Bishop’s Waltham. King, Portsea 
Hepenstall, Robert, Wood st, Warehouseman. March | at 11 at 145, 
Cheapside. Ingle and Co, Threadneadle st 
Hodge, John. Darlington, Durham, Medical Botanist. March 3 at 11 
at offices of Clayhills, Coniscliffe rd, Darlington 
Jackson, Abraham, Leeds, Dyer. Feb 25 at 2 at offices of Pullan, 
Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 
Jones, Evan, Aberdare, Glamorgan. March 3 at 4 at offices of Phillips, 
Canon st, Aberdare 
Jones, John, Wellington, Salop, Boot Maker. 
Hiatt, King st, Wellington 
Lancelott, James, Birmingham, Machine Chain Maker. March 1 at 3 
at offices of Chirm, Waterloo st, Birmingham ~ 





March 1 at 2 
Feb 26 at 12 at offices of 


March 1 at 3 


Feb 23 


March 1 at 10 at offices of 
Feb 25 at 3 at offices 


March 2 at 3 at offices 
Feb 25 at 1 


March | at 2 at offices of 


Lebfeldt, Francis William Albert, Tiverton, Devon, Teacher of Lan- 
Levey, George, Titchborne st, Edgware rd, Wine Merchant, Feb 23 at 
10 at offices of Goatly, Westminster bridge rd 
March 1 at 3 at 
offices of Engel, Great Marlborough st 
Lewis, Edward, Cardiff, Grocer. 
Lumeden, Alexander, Upper Clapton, Grocer. March 1 at 12 at offices 
of Nicholls and Leatherdale, Old Jewr y chambers 
offices of James and Co, Ludgute hill. Walker, Eardley crescent 
Mawby, Nathaniel, Bradford, York, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 24 at 11 at 
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McKone, John, Stretford, Lancashire, Plasterer. March 2 at 3 at ottemy 
Addilesbaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Medway, Thomas William, Bedford court, Covent garden, Bake, 
March | at 3 at offices of Vallance and Vallance, Essex st, Strand 
Millington, Charles, Birmingham, Hardware Dealer. March 1); 
offices of Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Mitchell, James Henry, Kingston-upon-Hall, Boot Maker, Feb 4a; 
at offices of Chambers, Scale lane, Kingston-upon-Hull ee 
Nickson, Thomas, Burton-upon-Stather, Lincoln, Druggist, Mareh| 
at 1 at the Vittoria Hotei, Kingston-upon-Iull. Hett and Co 
Pannell, John, Marchmont st, Brunswick square, Cheesemonger, Te 
24 at 3 at offices of Nickerson, King William st, London bridge, 
Geaussent, New Broad st 
Pearson, George Charles, High st, Bloomsbury, Coffee House Keeper 
Feb 27 at 10,15 at offices of Hicks, Globe rd, Mile End . 
Piggott, John, Rushden, Northampton, Builder. Feb 26 at 12454 
the Hind Hotel, Wellingborough. Simpson, Higham Ferrers 
Price, William Raymond, Oxford, Commercial Traveller. March 9x 
11.30 at offices of Mallam, High st, Oxford 
Prior, William, Bideford, Devon, Painter. Feb 27 at 12 at offices ¢ 
Rooker and Bazeley, Bridgeland st, Bideford 
Prosser, Isaac John, Bridgewater, Somerset, ‘Shipwright. March 3 at} 
at offices of Chapman, King square, Bridgewater 
Ramsden, John, Bolton, Lancashire, Flour Dealer. March 1 at $a 
Offices of Dawson and Scowcroft, Exchange st east, Bolton 
Redden, John, St Peter’s st, Islington, Corn Dealer. Feb 24 at3y 
offices of Wetherfield, Gresham buildings, Guildhall 
Reynolds, Thomas, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Hatter. Feb 27 at 2atofes 
of Downham, Market st, Birkenhead 
Rowe, Theodore, Bromley, Middlesex, Milkman. March 2 at 12 at offey 
of Berry and Co, Farringdon st 
Rowland, Henry, Gcswell rd, Grocer. March 2 at 3 at offices of Wool 
and Hare, Basinghall st 
Ryder, Francis James, Avebury, Wilts, Sargeon. Feb 26 at 11 at office 
of Day, St John st, Devizes : 
Schroder, Henry, Bermondsey New rd, Tripe Dresser. Feb 24 at 3at 
1, Hare place, Fleet st. Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 
Sewell, Frederick, Southend, Essex, Grocer. March 1at11 at the Green 
Dragon Hotel, Bishopsgate st. Wood and Son, Rochford 
Sharp, Frederick Henry, Birmingham, Mercantile Clerk. 
11 at offices of Blewitt, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Smith, Robert, Bullington, Hants, no occupation. Feb 28 at 1 at th 
Eagle Hotel, Winchester 
Sperring, James, Northampton, Currier. 
fery, Market square, Northampton 
Summerville, John, Btistol, Builder. March 1 at 2 at offices of Parson, 
Nicholas st, Bristol, Burges and Co 
Sweet, Alfred Knowlman, Mile End rd. March 1 at 3 at offices of Well, 
Great Portland st 
Towlerton, William Henry, Wakefield, York, Builder. March 2at lig 
offices of Wainwright, George st, Wakefield 
Townend, Law, Huddersfield, York, Draper. March 1 at 3 at offices of 
Ramsden ané¢ Sykes, John William st, Huddersfield 
Trousdale, Emily, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, York, Teacher. Feb 27 at llat 
Barker’s Temperance Hotel, Bridge st west, Middlesborough. Bain- 
bridge, Middlesborough 
Venn, John James, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. March 1 at 3a 
offices of Barrell and Rodway, Lord st, Liverpool 
Vickery, William, Brackley St Peter’s, Northampton, Grocer. Feb 27at 
11 at offices of Whitehorn, High st, Banbury 
Watson, George, St Anne’s lane, Stationer. March 3at 2 at offices of 
Swan and Co, Chancery lane 
Watson, John, Alsager, Cheshire, Plumber. Feb 24 at 2 at the North 
on Na ted Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent, in lieu of the place originally 
name 
Webster, George Frederick, Lower Broughton, Lancashire, ont of 
business. March 8 at3 at offices of Mann, Cooper st, Manchester 
Williamson, Chartotte, Pontypool, Monmouth, Draper. March 2at 12 
at offices of Watkins, Pontypool 
Winser, Thomas Holman, Horton, York, Schoolmaster, March 1 at3 
at offices of Rennolls, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Wood, John, Hides terrace, Wellington rd, Barnsbury, Grocer. Feb % 
at 3 at Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn 
Yeo, George, jun, orquay, Devon, Builder. March 1 at 2 at offices of 
Tapley , Bedford circus, Exeter 


March 3 at 


Feb 26 at 11 at offices of J. 


— 
———o 


UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
B= of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive tax 
upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremoly 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, whea 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prep 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed 
moderate scales of charge, from which sutvivora may choose according 
#0 their means and the requirements of tie case. The Company als 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 
ie obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Otfics, 3 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 


; EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Suis MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Mojesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Beneb 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, “ 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 








—— |) 








guages. March 1 at 2 at Wood’s White Ball Inn, Tiverton, Fryer 
Lewis, Abraham, Kingsland rd, Picture Frame Maker. 
March 1 at 2.30 at offices of Barnard 
and Co, Cardiff 
Marsh, Thomas, Princes terrace, Kensington, Piumber, Feb 24 at 2 at 
offices of Rhodes, Duke st, Bradford 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
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